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Cases Reported this Week. 
Banque Belge Pour L’Etranger (Société Anonyme 
Hambrouck Spanoghe and Others 
Davidson's Patents, Re 
Hinckes, R Dashwood v. Hinckes 
Joel v. International Cireus and Christmas Fair 


Leweocek \ 


Bromley and Another 


Current Topics. 


The Arrest of Mr Annan Bryce 
THE CASE of M1 


lt were not matter ot 


ANNAN BRYCE 

ommon ne 
ranks very much iower now th 
the official reply given in the 
Lord ParmMoor’s question o1 


to justily the arrest 
toration of Order in 

le thereunder, and it 
to consider whether, and hov 
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ve any operatior 
reply says that Mrs 
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70° 
pretext for this 
subject, and for the equally unjustifiable treatment of Mrs. 
lowree af . 

Bryce after she had been arrested But, as we have said, re- 
pect for the liberty of the subject has declined since 1914, and 
} ‘ve ‘ : ; 

the Executive appear to be very slow in abandoning the prac- 
ee hot] ~ 

tically unlimited powers which, whether rightly or wrongly, 

were entrusted to them at a time of crisis , 

The Continuance of Arrest under D.O.R.A. 

WE HAVE pointed out that when, in course of time, the war 
comes to an end, regulation 55 will di ippear in common with 
other regulations except those Parliament, at the in- 
stance of the Government. hae preserved under the War Emer 
gency Laws Act 
yoes, another and somewhat singular regulation js to be sub 
stituted for it This reads 

found 


of having « 


which 


(Continuance) jut, while regulation 55 


vnho 8 who 18 
commit 
warrant 


purpose by a 


mmitting an offence, or 
mmitted or being about to 
arrested without 


for the 


on 18a, may be 
rized 


by onstab ‘ , aap 


person ruth 
Secretar ot State 

Regulation 18a is to be kept alive by the Continuance Act, 

and in the Second Schedule to that Act its subject matter is 

described as Prohibition of communications with agents of 
Sut. on referring to the’ last is the 

May, 1919—we are not aware of anything 

will be found that the regulation is 


foreign sue of 
regulations, 3lst 


later—it 


powel! 5 


concerned only 
with communications with enemy 
18a. Whe 


either wit! 


agents 


person without lawful! authority oO exe 
thout the United Kingdom 
has attempted to communicate with 
found the United 


hal me wu ft an offence withi these re¢ u 


use 


has been in com 
munt tion wit! an enemy 


agent nd is 8 ibsequently thin Kingdom, he 


! 


unless he proves ab 
But 


drop by the end of the war there will, happily, be 


| ence ot kne wledge ot the enemy character 

of the agent seelng : 

Regulation 

no enemies, what can be the meaning of perpetuating a regu 
Oi} the 


may have been altered so as to put the agents of friendly powers | 


lation expressed in these terms course, regulation 


on the footing of former enemy agents: but of any such altera- 


tion we are not aware It looks as though the draftsman of | 
the War Emergency Laws (Continuance) Act had resolved that 
shall continue if the late belligerents | 


Perhaps he Is 


enemy character even 
an Oxford man who did not sign 
the Poet Laureate’s well-meant attempt at friendship But 
to go back to Mrs. Bryce’'s that 
any suspicions which the Government had of her had nothing 
to do with the war which alone brought D.O.R.A. into exist- 
ence, the 
construed 


are at peace 


it is obvious 


case, 


ssion publi 
afety a We frequently 
observe motorists acting in a manner prejudicial to the public 


and with reference to which ex pre 


used therein is to be 
competent military authority arrests them with- | 
When once vou leave the 


are to be the limits of the term? 


safety ‘ but ne 


out warrant under regulation 55 


war out of consideration, what 





Murder Trial 
jury at Carmarthen Assizes in 


reen rood ha 


The Greenwood 
the 
urprise | 
the the 
generally ex per ted Indeed 
The case was 
one of But in 
our criminal jurisprudence the maxim prohata non. probabilia 
coqunt judicium is as potent as it is in other spheres of law 
Where the case for the 

and Sir Martay Samson rightly pointed out that in poison 
uch indirect evidence—the 
prosecution must prove three things: that the accused had 
opportunity and motive to commit the crime; that there are 
some positive links connecting his actions with the crime; and 
that no other explanation of its occurrence is_ reasonably 
credible in all the attendant circumstances. The last require- 
ment, of course, occasions room for diversity of opinion A 
fantastic explanation of any crime can always be offered. But 
the common sense of juries and other plain men usually dis- 


THE VERDIC1 the 
Culise Ce , ef ot Be \ (, 
practitioners at 
the 


verdict 


not come as a 


to experienced criminal bar: after 


second day f trial it wa 


any othe would have been perverse 


mere suspicion, albeit very strong suspicion 


Crown rests on circumstantial evidence 


charges it must always rest on 
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wanton interference with the liberty of the ! tinguishes easily between fantastic and really credible alterna- 


tive explanations. In the present case it was necessary to 
shew that no reasonably credible explanation of Mrs. GREEN- 
woop’s death was open except that suggested by the Crown. 
Obviously, however, there were two alternatives. The lady 
might have died of heart failure consequent on gastritis due 
to the tumour she was admittedly suffering from, in which 
case the presence of arsenic in her body might be explained 
by the fact that she had eaten gooseberries grown in a garden 
frequently sprayed with weed-killer which contained arsenic 
The other alternative was a mistake of the doctor, who might 
have given.her a fatal dose of morphia in pills instead of 
powdered opium: his own evidence, with its two mistakes, 
forced everyone to see that this explanation, however 1in 
probable, could not. be entirely excluded from consideration. 
. 

Three Dramatic Moments. 

THe Greenwoop trial, it is safe to say, will be remembered 
as one of the great poison trials in English legal history. Not 





| CHARLES Russett and Sir Epwarp CLARKE 


| of dramatic moments. 


| between the contending forces commences 


occurred when D1 
by withdrawing his evidence at the coroner’s inquest, where 
| he 
ct 


that the pills were of powdered opium. 


were at least. three ‘‘ 
reached a moment of intensity and pregnant meaning. 


since the notorious case of er v. Crippen, twelve years ago, 
has any murder trial aroused such intense interest in all 
classes of society. We presume that in due course a place 
will be found for it in the ‘‘ Notable Trials ’’ series. [t is 
generally agreed that Sir Epwarp Marsnatt-Hatt shewed in 
this case that he possesses the very highest forensic talents, 
and that in the sphere of a great murder defence he proved 
himself not unequal to the giants of the last generation—Sir 
as well as to Sir 

Epwarp Carson in our own day Curiously enough, Sir 
Epwarp won his maiden fame at the Bar in another murder 
the Yarmouth Beach case of two and twenty years 
ago The special fascination of the Greenwood case, of 
course, was due to the status of the parties. The accused was 
a solicitor of good local standing, and the deceased was the 
daughter of a great City house. But the trial itself was full 
“A great trial is essentially a drama; 

it resembles a great tragedy in its construction and develop- 
There is an opening act, or ‘‘ exposition,’’ in the 
of the dramatic critics. Then there is a 
in which the action grows and the struggle 
Next comes the 
climax,’’ with its in which one of the two forces 
wins the beginning of the matter. The ‘‘ denouement then 
with a gradual slowing down of the dramatic action. 
with the final scene,. the 
In the Greenwood case there 
or moments, in which the action 
One 
GRIFFITHS surprised even the prosecution 


defence 


ment 
technical jargon 


development,”’ 
‘ crisis,’’ 


follows, 

Lastly the verdict corresponds 
of a tragedy. 
crises,”’ 


eatastre phe ahs 


tated that he had given Mrs. GreENwoop morphia pills 
ntaining half a grain, and substituted for it a statement 
As two pills contain- 


ing half a grain of morphia were agreed by all the experts, 


citement 
medical expert 


( 


intendent JongEs of 


| including the Home Office expert, to be a fatal dose, the ex- 


crisis arose when the 


morphia over 


intense The second 
attributed the death to a 
and the arsenic to gooseberries sprayed with weed-killer. 


was 


iose, 
The third moment came when the prisoner accused Super- 
correcting his statement, and the super- 


intendent actually suggested that Sir Epwarp MaRrsHALL- 
Hart had tampered with the police report book in order to 


suggest that pages had been torn from it. 
such a suggestion made about an eminent member of the Bar 
did not assist the case for the prosecution, although not un- 


Needless to say, 


naturally provoked by the equally unprecedented charge of 


forgery made by the prisoner against a reputable police officer. 


A Curious Blunder. 


Bur pernars the most remarkable episode of the trial in 


the eyes of a criminal lawyer was the strange blunder made by 
Sir Martay Samson in his concluding speech. 
commented on the fact that the prisoner’s second wife had 
not been called. 


He actually 


Of course every novice knows that under 
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the Criminal Evidence Act of 1898 neither the prisoner nor 


his wife can be forced to give evidence, and that if either 
does not elect to go into the box counsel is debarred from com- 
menting on that fact. That Sir Martay Samson should have | 
accidentally forgotten this even for a moment shews the 
gtrain on the mind of counsel which a great murder trial in 
evitably produces Everyone knows the analogous story of 
the young barrister opening his first “‘soup’’ at the Old | 
‘“ Now, gentlemen, this is not the | 





Bailey, who told the jury 

first time the prisoner has been here.’’—‘‘ You must not say | 
that,’’ said the judge.—‘‘ But, my lord, I am prepared to | 
prove previous convictions.’’—-‘‘ You must not say that.’’— | 
“But, my lord, here they are!’ Sir Martay Samson's | 


strange oversight will not soon be forgotten by the criminal 
bar. 
Barristers and the Lay Client. 
OUR ATTENTION has been drawn to an interesting, though not 
altogether accurate, article which appeared in the October 
Cornhill, by Mr. H. G. Rawson, under the title Barrister | 
and Client: The Tale’ of an Abortive Revolt.’ Mr. Raw- | 
SON'S experience as a conveyaneer goes back to the days when, | 
in 1881, the 4 Jonveyancing Act and the Solicitors’ Remunera- | 
tion Act revolutionized to some extent the practice of 
veyancing, and to a greater extent the mode of a solicitor’s 
remuneration, and hé speaks of the indignation with which he 
viewed the passing of these Acts. Such an attitude was, we 
imagine, unusual, and Mr, Rawson is a little late in putting 
his case before the public. That case, we gather, is that the 
acheme of the Acts was a crafty move on the part. of solicitors 
to increase their own emoluments, while at the same time 
enabling them to dispense with the assistance of Lincoln’s Inn 
Mr. Rawson’s ’’ was simple enough. He proposed 
to eliminate the middleman and deal direct with the lay client 
He took the opinion of Dick ’’ Werster, then Attorney- 
General, and found that in dealing thus he would be commit- 
ting no breach of professional etiquette. Meanwhile he got 
some friends to associate themselves with him in the revolt, and 
there appeared to be quite a good chance of the conveyancing 
bar getting a bit of their own back, and, with Mr. Rawson 
leading them, capturing conveyancing from the other branch 
of the profession. But ‘‘ the Bar as a whole was not prepared 
to shake off its chains.’’ Too many of them found the solicitor 
to be after all a necessity to their practice. They were in 
dread of offending him, and the revolt ‘‘ fizzled out 


revolt 


The Rule of Etiquette. 

THE QUESTION of counsel advising lay clients without the 
intervention of a solicitor is one which every barrister some 
time or other considers, and there is no doubt about the rule 
The intervention of a sclicitor is never in strictness required 
until the client is involved in litigation actual or threatened 
Then counsel must decline direct communication of a profes 
But short of this he is quite at liberty to have 


sional nature 
may advise him and 


direct. dealings with the lay client; he 


may prepare and settle drafts According to Mr. Rawsoy, 
the opinion which Lord ALVERSTONE gave bim was as fol 
lows : — 
There is no rule of etiquette forbidding such direct commu 
ation unless legal proceedings are pending or in immediate contem 
plation.”’ 


Similarly the Bar Council have advised that there is no rule 


against a barrister advising in non-contentious business, but 
they added that it was an undesirable practice. In this they, 


it into the hands of counsel 
venience of 


‘ 





perhape, went outside their province. It was theirs to repeat 
to any inquirer the well-settled rule. Whether it is desirable 
to act upon it is a matter for the barrister affected to decide 
In fact, the relations between conveyancing counsel and soli 
citors rest, as in other cases of division of business, upon con 
venience ’ 

can be done most conveniently by the help of the staff and 
arrangements of a solicitor’s office. When the business has 
been narrowed down to advising on title or settling documents, 
it may be convenient for the solicitor to save time by putting 


There are certain parts of conveyancing work which 


would be within his right 
rules do 
direct dealing with the lay client is of so little use that it is of 


no great 


counsel usually have some special difficulty in them 


And this is equally for the con- 
counsel No busy conveyancing counsel would 
are to have dealings with the lay client direct, though under 


special circumstances he might do so, and if he did so he 


In other words, the trade union 


not forbid the course. But practically the right,of 


importance whether it is recognized or not Mr 
Rawson's attack on the legislation of 1881 is no doubt justi- 
fied to this extent, that since that time matters which go to 
Counsel 
get less of the easy, straightforward work than in the old times. 
But this is as it should be. It is the only justification for the 


| conveyancing bar 









Novus Actus Interveniens. 


Ir is a well-known rule of the common law that démnum 
sine jurid does not give any cause of action, whereas 77 
| jur ams damno likewise vives none, except in those cases 
where the law presumes at least’ nominal damages But 
where both injuria and damnum exist, there usually is a 
right of action Sometimes, however, the right of action 1 
purely nominal In such cases the damages are said to be 
too remote Put in logical language, this means that 
although the damnum is consequent on the injuria, and would 
not have been suffered by the injured party but for the 
wrong inflicted on him, yet it is not the natural and prob 
able consequence of such wrong Therefore it is not re 

coverable 
There are many ways in which damages may arise from 
A tort against B. yet be too remote for recovery. But 


verhaps the most instructive of those occurs when there hay 
fervel 


technically known a i actus 4 1enR 


pe n what HOVUS 

e., the intervention of a third party, C, for whom A is 
not responsible, and whose intervention he could not reason 
ably have foreseen But the mere fact of such intervention 
is not enough to destroy A’s liability to B or to make the 
damage too remote The test alway whether ¢ intel 
vention or A’s original wrongdoing is the effective cause o! 
the resultant damage: Lyons v. Gulliver (1914, 1 Ch. 631) 
Dela Bere v. Pearson (1908, ] K B. 280) The test appeal 


ame whether the proceedings sound in tort or in 


to be the 


contract or even in equity 
principle 


The House of Lords has just had to consider this 

and its practical bearings in the interesting case of Weld 
Blundell v. Stephens (1920, A. C. 956). The action was ol 
a character which must be almost unique among reported 
ase A was interested in a company, whose manager we 
will call X A employed B, a chartered accountant, to in 
vestigate the affairs of the company In a letter of instrue 
tion given to B, A inserted libellous statement affecting 
Y and Z, two officials of the company. Of course such a 
letter is confidential, and the agent is bound to keep its con 
tent ecret Now B handed the letter to his partner, who 
negligently left it at the com} iny’s office X, the manager, 
a it, and communicated it contents to Y and Z They 
ued A. and recovered damages for the libel Thereupon A 
sued B for the negligent performance of his duties as an 
ivent. which oecasioned this loss to him, and claimed an 
indemnity for his costs and damages The Court of Appeal 
und the House of Lord held that uch costs and damage 
vere too remote, and that only nominal damages for the 
illeged negligence of B were recoverable by A Sut this wasa 

decision In the House of Lords Lords Frxiay and 


majority 


Parmoor dissented, and the three judges who formed the 
majority were Lords Dunepin, Sumner and Wrenbury 

Put briefly, the ratio decidendi of the majority is simply 
this: That A had committed a tort to Y and Z, and naturally 


was responsible to them in damages His tort. was therefore 
the effective cause of the damages he had to pay True, fi 
tort would have been concealed from Y and Z, who would not 


in practice have sued or recovered damages had not B been 
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guilty of a breach of duty which constituted negligence on his | pliedly—-B’s republication of the libelléus matter. If he has 


part. But such breach of duty did not necessarily result in loss 
to A It was the intervention of X which led to the actions 
and the ik incurred Such intervention was not a 
reasonable or probable result of B negligence, and hence 
the’damage were tor remote 

Sut although the decision of the House of Lords is capable 
of being interpreted in this way, a number of points of great 


n the course of 
three extremely interesting proposi 


were qaiscu ! 


interest 


comment here Indeed 


tions of law were submitted for the defendant B in the House 
of Lords, any one of which will repay careful consideration 
It was contended in the first place that A had suffered no 
legal damnum at all True, he had been forced to pay 
damage to Y and Z But these damages were the price of 


his own tort-—the libel he had committed against Y and Z. 
The payment of compensation to Y and Z for damage suffered 
by them through his own wrongful conduct, it was submitted, 
cannot in law be regarded a ffered by A_ himself 
He has incurred a legal obligation to Y and Z by his libel 
of them He only discharging that legal obligation when 
he pays damages to ther He is trying to evade performing 
it when he defends a suit by them, and thereby incurs liability 
for cost Ne ne n be heard t iv that he has suffered 
a legal loss when, in fact, he has merely discharged a legal 
obligation, and incidentally incurred expenses in attempting 
to evade it This is a very ingenious contention The famous 
recent case i Hou of Lords decision, of Neville v. London 
Express News pa 1919. A. C. 368). where a newspaper’ 
hability for maintenance as the point at issue, gives it some 
support There the defendant paper had maintained 
certain purchasers of land in actoins for fraudulent misrepre 
sentation agai the plaintiff. who had been compelled to re 
fund in itions the mone he obtained by the fraud 
with whi he wa harged This he relied on as special 
damage resultit from th ewspaper’s maintenance of the 
purchasers in these action The hsurdity of saving that a 
debtor, who has been forced by proceedings to pay money he 
justly « has been the victim of tortious maintenance 
at the hand | son ne who ha helped the creditor to re 

er ] t debt. i patent that the point seems really 
to need no further argument Nor is it easy to distinguish 
this case on the specia round that the proceedings were an 
action for maintenance and not one for negligent breach of an 
agent ‘ 

A s¢ nd point of ¢ jual interest az e in the case Here 
A has hn lf heer lf f tort against Y and Z B’s 
breach of duty may have exposed A te proceedings, but surely 
in such case A at B are joint tort-feasors, and it is trite 
law that there n be no contribution or right of indemnity 
a bet en tw joint tort-fe o t least where as 1n the 
case of libel—the tort criminal act The principle was 
stated broadly by the late Lord Justice KENNEDY in Burrows 
\ Ri / (1809, ] Y RB. 816) 1 man who does an act which 
he knows to be unlawful, whether a civil wrong or a criminal 
offence, cannot maintain an action for contribution or in 
demnity in respect. of the resulting liability It is immaterial 
whether the action be, in form, one for contribution or one 


claiming an indemnity : the test is whether the plaintiff knew, 


or must be taken to have known, that his tortious act was 
unlawful Indeed, an expr ontract to indemnify against 
the consequences of publishin libel has been recently held 
to be void: Smit] Clinton (1908, 99 Ty. T. 840) Of course. 
wl there is been a tortious act but no conscious wrong 

! } the } t ist in damagve this principle does noi 
apply he can then claim indemnity against a person whose 
ict has landed him in the liahility to pay damages: Bett v 
Gilhins (1834, 2 Ad. & E. 57) Here again the ground of 
principle seem mple and intelligible 

But a much more disputable proposition was also relied on 


be the defendant \ here has published defamatory matter 
to B B has republished such matter to X. with the result 
that Y and Z sue A sut A can only be liable to Y and 


~ontended, if he has authorized expressly or im 


Z. it was 


the case and deserve | 


not authorized this republication by B, then the libel is in 
law B’s libel, not A’s, and A is not liable at all to Y and Z, 
for the principle of respondeat superior is not relevant. If, 
on the other hand, A has expressly or impliedly authorized 
B's republication of the libel, then there has been no breach 





| 


| 





of duty by B in so republishing it, and A has no ground of 
action against him. This seems a very subtle doctrine 
Many objections to it may raised. But perhaps it is 
enough to say that a person who publishes a libellous state- 
ment does so at his peril; he is estopped by his own default 
aying that he did not authorize the particular channel 
has been circulated. He is therefore liable in 
damages to the libelled persons whether or not he has 
authorized his agent to republish, and if the latter wilfully 
published the libel in an authorized way, we presume that 
he is guilty of an actionable breach of duty: Ward v. Weeks 
1830, 7 Bing. 211). 

While, however, doubt the validity of of the 
defendant’s contentions in the House of Lords, the decision 
f the majority seems right on the main issue. There was in 
his case a contract of employment between A and B. B, 
as agent, is clearly under a common law duty to A to use all 
reasonable care in the performance of his contractual duties 
onable care requires him not to betray A’s secrets 
negligently or wilfully. If he does betray those secrets, he 
is liable in damages for any injury which may be sustained 
by A as the consequence of such breach of duty. But the 


be 


irom 
in which it 


we one 


Such re 


lamage must be a real consequence of the breach. As Lord 
Justice Bowen savs in Cohd v. Great Western Railway Co 
893, 62 L. J. Q. B. 335), ‘‘ the damage must be such as 


vould flow from the breach of duty in the ordinary and usual 
things. That is the general rule, both in contract 
ind in tort, except that in contract the law does not consider 
is too remote such damages as were in contemplation of the 
it the time when the contract was made. Subject to 
that exception, only such damages can be recovered as were 
immediately and naturally caused by the breach.’’ The ques 
tion, therefore, is simply whether A’s own libel or B’s breach 


course of 


| arties 


of duty in republishing the libel was the vera causa of the 


act which led immediately to Y and Z’s suits for damages, 
namely, X's communication of the libellous letter. 

Lord Sumner, in his judgment, answers this query with his 
usual neatness and lucid acumen. He uses again the familiar 
distinction between the causa causans and a mere contribu 
tory cause, He points out that the 
causa proxima of A’s loss is the novus actus interveniens ot 
N. who found the libellous letter and disclosed its contents 
to Y and Z. He then considers the two original causes of this 
causa prorima, namely, A’s libellous act and B'’ 

He shews that of these two causa A’s act is 
causa causans, and B’s negligence merely a causu 
eT ¢ B’s negligence, therefore, is not the effective 
cause of the damages paid by A, and the latter must be ruled 


or causa sine qua non 


own 
neglige nce 
clearly the 


quia non 





ut as too remote 
Res Judicate. 
Forcible Entry. 
To the layman it always seems anomalous that a man who 


has been dispossessed of his house or property is not entitled to 
re-enter with the ‘‘ fort and must go to the court for 
an order restoring his property to. him. He is inclined to say that 
the law is a ‘‘ hass.’’ But the King’s peace must be preserved. It 
would not be preserved if every wronged person took to redressing 
wrongs in person; so if peaceable retaking of one’s personal 
is impossible, the only remedy is in the courts—an action 
of replevin, or detinue, or conversion, as the case may be, or 
in London a summary application to justices for an order. Onl; 
when a thief takes one’s property and is pursued with ‘‘ hue and 
ry ' can one re-take it by force. In the case of land the matter is, 
regulated by the well-known statute. 5 Ric. 2, No. 1. 
cap. 7. In quaint language the statute says that none may 

make any entry into any lands and tenements but in case where 


main,’ 


his 


property 


ff course, 








entry 1s 
and wi 
manner 
dary lin 
say whe 
case of 
720), M 
way as 
overrul 
Man & 
Edwick 
The ser 
tract of 
to give 
man, h 
used. 

of ‘‘ fo 
not ‘1 
user of 
stated | 
trespas 


One | 
of our 
King I 
ment 0! 
a gene!) 
interes 
section 
author 
constit 
pend 1 
United 
recogn 
Again, 
Counc! 
of Sta 
other | 
any of 
such s 
teresti 
Crown 
of the 
in cast 
govern 
to hav 
the G 
Ordini 
to try 

tence « 

such | 
althou 
sectior 
for rel 
the ©1 

ing a 

of any 


The 
does n 
Co. v. 
the Cx 
they 1 
which 
sured 
partic 
Admil 
contra 
the st 
Durin 
losses 
accord 
being 
writer 
total | 
Janso 
unde 
not t 
the C 



















)20 









e has 
is ln 
hnd Z, 
If, 
orized 
preach 
ind of 
trine 
it 
state- 
lefault 
hanne! 
ble in 
e has 
ilfully 
e that 
Wee ie 


is 


of the 
ecision 
was in 
. a 
ise al] 
luties 
ecrets 
ts, he 
ained 
it the 
Lord 


/ OF 





ch as 
usual! 
tract 
side 
f the 
ct to 
were 
jues 
each 
the 


Wes 







his 
lian 
Ibu 


10 
LO 










Nov. 13, 1920 








THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY KEPORTER. 





; 


(Vol. 65.| }? 








entry is given by the law; and in such case not with strong hand 
and with multitude of people, but only in peaceable and easy 
manner.’ But in practice it is not always easy to fix the boun 
dary line between ‘* peaceable '' and ‘“‘ forcible entry,’’ nor yet to 
say when entry is made by authority of the law. And in the recent 
case of Hemmings v. Stoke Poges Golf Club (Limited) (1920, 1K. B 
720), Mr. Justice Pererson didnot interpret the statute in the same 
way as the Court of Appeal, who reversed him. Incidentally they 


overruled three well-known cases, Newton v. Harland (1840, 1 
Man & G. 644), Beddall v. Maitland (1881, 17 Ch. D. 174), and 
Hawkes (1881, 18 Ch. D. 199) The facts were these. 


Edwick v. 
The servant of a golf club occupied a cottage by virtue of his con 
tract of employment with them. He left their service, but refused 
to give up the house. Thereupon the club sent agents to remove the 
his wife, and their furniture. No unne force was 
It was held by the Court of Appeal that this was not a cas 
in breach of the statute, sin 
not ’ of the cottage at all, but merely in physical 
user of it by virtue of his contract of employment. It should | 

stated that the plaintiff took proceedings in tort for assault and 
No criminal suit under the statute was instituted 


man, ssary 


used. 
of *‘ forcible entry ”’ 


“in possession , 


trespass 


Supersession of Courts by 5 atute. 

One of the most important cases ever decided in the whole history 
of our Constitutional Law is the recent Indian appeal of Bugya \ 
King Emperor (1920, 47 Ind. App. 128). Section 65 of the Govern 
ment of India Act, 1915, confers on the Governor-General in Council 
a general power to make laws for British India. But th in 


interesting limitation to his powers expressed in sub-section 2 of the 
section. This inhibits him from making “‘ any law affecting th 
authority of Parliament or any part of the unwritten law ot 
constitution of the United Kingdom whereon may de 


pend in any degree the allegiance of any person to the Crown of th: 
lor it 


United Kingdom.’’ This is a very interesting proviso, 
recognizes ‘‘ unwritten laws ’’ of the British Constitution 
Again, sub-section 3 provides that the Governor-General in 
Council has not. power without the approval of the Secretar 
Council to make any law empowering any Court 


of State in 
other than a High Court, to sentence to the punishment of death 


any of His Majesty's subjects born in Europe, or the children of 


Here we find an in 


such subjects, or abolishing any High Court. 
teresting ‘‘ privilegium’’ reserved for Europe-born subjects of th 
Crown in India: they can only be sentenced to death by a judge 


But section’72 enables the Governor-General 


of the High Court. 
and good 


in case of emergency, to make Ordinances for the peace 
government of British India, which, for a period of six months, are 
to have the like force to a statute passed under section 65. Now, 
the Governor-General in 1919 made an Ordinance: known 
Ordinance IV. of 1919, empowering persons not High Court judges 
to try certain offences in the natureof rebellion and to pass sen 
: The question that arose was, in substance, whether 
six months under section 72 


tence of death 
such an Ordinance was valid for 
although it contravened the provisoes in sub-sections 2 and 3 0 
section 65. And the decision was that it was valid. Punishment 
for rebellion does not directly affect the allegiance of subjects to 
the Crown, and therefore a law dealing with it is not a law cover 
ing a part of the Constitution on which may depend the allegienc« 


f 


of any subject. 


Merger in Marine Insurance. 

The law of merger is familiar to the Chancery practitioner, bu! 
does not often arise in the Commercial Court In Wilson Shipping 
Co. v. British and Foreign Insurance Co. (1920, 2 K. B. 25), however 
the Court of Appeal—and Mr. Justice Barmuacne, whose decision 
they reversed—had before them a point of Marine Insurance Law 
which raised this interesting doctrine. The owners of a steamer in 
sured her py a time policy against marine risks only, including 
particular average. The vessel was in Admiralty service under an 
Admiralty charter-party, by the terms of which the Admiralty 
contracted to pay for loss by war risks the ascertained value of 
the steamer, if she was totally lost, at the time of the 
During the currency of the marine risk policy the vessel sustained 
losses by marine risks. The damage was not repaired, and her valu 
accordingly depreciated by £1,770. Then, the marine policy still 
being in force, she became a total loss by war perils. The under 
writers contended that the partial loss merged in the subsequent 
total loss: a curious doctrifie laid down in the old case of Livie \ 
Janson (1810, 12 East, 648). If correct, this would absolve the 
underwriters from liability for the marine risks, and might or might 
not throw the whole loss on the shoulders of the Admiralty. But 
the Court of Appeal held that the partial loss continued to the 


loss 


| 


e the servant was | 


(Limited 


{To the Editor of the S 


Sir As a result of the resolution of the Council of the Land 
Union on the above Bill, which stated that, unless the Agriculture 
Bill were drastically amended on the Report Stage in the House 

Com! ns ts re tion should be moved on the Third Re uling, 

y ju rie leery I dl ro? lurther tT mat I is to the 
natul f the alterations referred to in the resolution 

rh hief amendments placed upon the Order Paper in the 
House of Commons on behalf of the Land Union vuld alter the 
provisions of the Bill in th llowing manner 

(1) To take from the jurisdiction of Agricultural Committees 
the power to compel farmers, under a heavy penalt to culti 
vate as the Commi lirects, paying n mpensation if the 

iltivations ordered meet with failure 

(2) To prevent tl Avricultural Committees ordering the 

rection of buildin it tl xpens f the owner of the land 
here such buildings are unnecessary 
3) To provide that ners land, including those farmers 
ho have purchased their holdings, shall be free to resume 
possession for thems s members of their families of any 
nd ] h the ma h temporarily t 
4) To retain the right to mpensation already possessed 
farmers who have su 1 loss by 1 ghing up land under 

r rs issued n suthor th Defene of the Realm 
\ TI Ag ilture Bill prop take away this right, 
vh h Pa amen Lireasd ranted in the Cc rn Pr xlu tion 
Acts, 1917-18 

5) To secu that in all t s arising between landlord 
ind tenant as to tl necess y% improvements or repairs, 
ither party shall ha the right to call for an independent 
irbitration by a practical agricultural surveyor 

In addition to the above amendments, several others are being 
moved on our behalf dealing with detailed provisions of the Agri- 


culture Bill 


izs 


but 









ould only recover the 
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1. me 


prejudice of the owners inasmuch as they 
value at th im il loss trom th Admiralty, «¢ & value 
|} depreciated by £1,771 Hen he eviden prejudice to the 
| rights of th whers prevented merger in a rdance with the well 
known principle of equi vhich, hov r, ist isually supposed 
>» extend mit | ntra 
Interpretation of Warranty. 

A neat little point came up in S nds v. Cockell (1920, 1 K. B 
4S Here ar pier had insured his premises against loss by 
housebreaku tnd f he premises were used both for busi 
ness and for residential purpos I policy contained a warranty 
I th nsured in thes tern Warranty that he i ) mises 
ire always ipied But, 1 withstanding warran the 

up inl I is W . nul yn Sundays i ! the pre 
mises un nded, a hein nto rel t inkindly 
rewa t ih ihe \ it t in I ib ence 
The poir 1rose whe he i ntv had been or not And 
the w Mr. Jus Rocne t is that t ‘ nty merely 
mea it the premises should be the subject yuous resi 
den t did not n it they should never be | inattended 
I moment 

Books of the Week. 

Constitutional Law.—The Case of Reqnisition: Re A 
Petition of Right of De Keysei Roval Hotel (Limited) Che 
King. By Lesiuir Scort, K.C., and ALrrep Hi_pes.ey, Barrister 
it-Law With an Introduet ry the hight H irable Sir 
Joun Simon, K.C. Oxford: At the Clarendon Press. 16s. net 

Taxation.—The Corporation Profit | Annotated and 
Explained. By Cyrit L. Kine, Barrister-at-Law, Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 2s. 6d. net 

Damages.—The Measure of Damages in Actions of Muritime 
Collision Second Edition. By Epwarp Srantry  Roscor, 
Barrister-at-Law. With Notes of American Cases and Epitomes of 
the Law of Scotland, by Joun A. SPENS Frances by LEOPOLD 
Dor und Germany, by Dr. O, ScuRoEDER Stevens & Sons 
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ndments on the 


is to be 


we consider that am¢ 
if that industry successfully conducted in the future. 

As the resolution referred to above has been widely reported in 
the Press, | you could find room in 
you! lumns for this 


should esteem it a favour if 
ommunication 
R. B. Yarpwey, 
The Land Union, 15, Lower Gi nor-plac 
London, S.W. 1, 8th November, 1920 


secretary. 
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through the rk hich is a short cut from 
parish to the ch) a nominal eharge is still 
ssion ( o th oorer, and 1s. té those bette 
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CASES OF THE WEEK 
Court of Appeal. 


DAVIDSON'S PATENTS. No. |. 26th October 


PATENT—EXTEN ENTEE Causep sy Hosti 
APPLICATION B " n ‘ 1MON Time ror Appi 
DECISION ‘ “TRS ‘ NCE FINAL—PATENTS AND DESIGNS 
Act, 1907 (7 E 7 29) ENTS AND Desions Act, 1919 
)& 10 Geo 


ATIOD 


penating sun ashing 
nded under sect 17 of the 
r damage suffered dur ng the 

‘ ‘ reter ; y ‘ 


fel 
/ the 
which only 
faj 


ame) 
appeal 


cation 


Appeal b 2 ) t from ck ) f Sargant, J Phe ipp! 
cant. Samus ‘ ividson, was the grantee of eight patents for 
of latex and rubber, and in 
1912-1915, both 
applied b orig summons under s tion 7 (3) of the 
Act, 1919, adding sub-section (6) to section 18 of the Patents 
Act, 1907. asking that the several patents might be 
extended by reasor loss or damage suffered by the patentee during 
arfd owing to the wa gant, J., held that the new procedure had not 

difference t the well-settled practice under which the 
patentee uld only apply for extension of the term of his patent at a 
date shortly before the last six months before the expiration of the 
patent, und refused t make any « rder f extension, but direct 1 the 
summons to stand er indefinitely, with 
able future date The 
appeal insel for the 
he n of Sargant. J 
1 the Lippe il 

Cue Covrt allowed the « ction, and dismissed the appeal 

Lord Sternpaue, M id that he re 

felt bound to « 

nsidet the nm the urt I 


improvemet! 
making ma 


itment 


granted in 


rubbe 
, 
years inclusive and 


Patents 


terms of the 


made ny 


liberty to restore at a suit 
appealed Upon the 
mptroller took the preliminary objection that 


patentee opening of the 


was final, and that the court 


had n power 


rretted the 
result vas that ' very imp 
\ppeal 


whether there was an 


decisior 


ippeal from what 
Chat summons was 
patents by reason of 

about by the wa 
sidered the matter, an * came to the conclusion that 
been taken out too s n und that according r to the 
h he thought still prevailed, such an application ou ght 

rd until a dat approa ] xpiration of the pater 
made an order that the ns should stand over unti 
the expiration of the tent, with liberty t apply t 
was that the appli 
wa pren . The first question was whether 
In his (h wdship’s) opinion it was a decision on the 
before the rned judge. The sections on which the matter mal 
und 92 of the Patents Act, 1907, and section 7 of the 
1919. Section 18 of the Act of 1907 enabled a patentee 


the summons fore m 
longation of the yplicant 


suflerec losses ol damag yrrought 


nna the 


summ ] 


st His de sion, her re ation 








that was a decision 


application 


were sect 


Patents Act, 


lines indicated above are vital 


right of way is | 


to present a petition to the court for the extension of his patent at 
least six months before the time limited for 
patent. By sub-section (4) ‘‘ the court, in considering its decision, 
| shall have regard to the nature and merits of the invention in relation 
to the public, to the profits made by the patentee as such, and to all 
the circumstances of the case.’ Section 92 (2), as it then stood, was ag 
follows Where, by virtue of this Act. a decision of the comptroller 
is subject to an appeal te the Court, or a petition may be referred or 
presented to the Court, the appeal! shall, subject to and in accordance 
with rules of the Supreme Court, be made and the petition zeferred or 
presented to such judge of the High Court as the Lord Chancellor may 
( r that purpose, and the decision of that judge shall be final, 
in the case of an appeal from a decision of the comptroller 
the patent on any ground on which the grant of such patent 
been opposed The Patents Act, 1919, s. 7, provided 
is follows 5) At the end of the same section (i.¢., section 18 of the 
I 1907) the shall be added (6) Where, 
hostilities Majesty and any foreig 

damage (inc! 

g his invention owing 

ged in work of national importance connected 

yor ition 
originating summons instead of by 


have 


following sub-section 





between his 
suffered 
88 Of opportunity in dealing in or developin 


reason of 
the pa tentee as such has loss or 
r been eng 


| nis havi 
such hostilities), an made 
in consid: 
damage 
shall 
foreign State 
whereof $ 
such subjects or is carried on wholly 
or mainly for the benefit or on behalf of such subjects, notwithstanding 
that the company may be registered within his Majesty’s Dominions. 
It seemed to his lordship that the matters mentioned in the sub- 
section the damag re would have 
stances which the court could have considered on an application under 
section 18 of the principal Act. ‘Those matters could have been brought 
before petition, but not otherwise. The new sub-sectior 
provided that an application could be made by an originating summons 
instead of a petition, and when so made the court could consider solely 
| 
' 
| 


under this section may be 
petition, and the court, 


have regard solely to the loss or 
patentee 


patentee is a 


ing its decision, may 
suffered by the 
apply if the 
as aforesaid, ol 1s a company the 


managed or controlled by 


Provided that this sub-section 
subje t ot such a 


business 


suffering of loss or been circum 


the court by 








circumstances 6f loss or damage suffered by the re entee. But there 
was another provision of the Act of 1919 contained in what was called 
the ‘‘ Schedule of minor amendments ’’ prescribed en section 20 of the 

Act Che result of one of those amendments was that section 92 of 
the principal Act now read as if the following words were inserted 
after the words ‘‘ the appeal shall ’’—viz., ‘‘ except in the case of a 
petition for the a patent under section 25 of this Act,”’ 
and for the ind the decision of that judge shall be final, &c.,’’ 
to the end of the section were substituted the Words “ an appeal shall 
iot lie from any such judge except in the case of an 
order revoking or confirming the revocation of a_ patent.’’ The 

rned judge below decided that the word ‘‘ may’”’ in section 

the Act of 1919, or rather in sub-section (6) of section 18 of the 

i Act, was not to be construed as imperative, and as meaning 

He therefore held that he could consider the other circum 

stances to be taken into consideration under the principal Act, and that 

s he was entitled to held that the proper course was not to 
entertain the application until shortly before the time limited for the 

<piration of the patent. The matter was one of great importance, and 

unfortunate, in his (his lordship’s) opinion, that there could be 
no appeal from that decision. A decision that the summons was pre 
a decision, and it was clear that any décision of 
Acts, except in the case of an order revoking 
or confirming the revocation of a patent, was to any appeal 
THerefore there was no appeal in the present case. The appeal failed 
therefore, as no appeal lay. 

WarRINGTON and Youncer, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the same 
effect. the former observing that the amendment of section 92 increased 
the class of cases in which the decision of the special judge was not 
subject to appeal, and both judges joining in the regret expressed by 
the Master of the Rolls that under the new Act no appeal lay except 
from the revocation of a patent.—Counser, S Colefax, K.C., and 
Byrne; Danckwert Soricrtors, G. 2B. Ellis citor to the Board of 
Trade 


revocation of 


words 


decision of 


do so he 


it was 


mature was certainly 


jud >in a case ander the 
not subject 


Laxerorp Lewis, Barrieter-at-Law.] 


(Reported by H 


BANQUE BELGE POUR L’ETRANGER (SCCIETE ANONYME) v. 
HAMBROUCK, SPANOSHE AND OTHERS. No. 2. 26th October ; 
5th November. 

Pap 1 ‘HinD PERSON 


CHEQUES—PROCEEDS 


Money Hap anp ReceIveD. 
t+ il. had obtained 


hy means of fraudulent 


BaNK—FRAUDULENT 


rast 


suma amounting ft LO 10 from the 
u cheques purporting to be drawn 
hy or , a customer of the bank The fraud we discovered and 
il entenced to penal ger tude Moat of the mone / htained by 
H. appeared to ha given by him to hia miatresa who pad 
the cheques into her n banking account with a London nk There 
was, when H. was sei ed,at her bank £315 balance of ali rqe cheque 
qiven her hy H . and the London Bank was ordered to poy that sum 
into court, it having been claimed hy the plaintiff hank ie to thie 
sum Salter, J., while holding that it had heen received by S. without 
guilty knowle dge, bank upon the ground that 
there was no consideration other than an immoral one, and therefore, 


gave judgment for the 
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as in the circumstances it was clearly the proceeds of the fraud com- 
mitted by H., the bank could recover it as money had~and received 
by S. to their use. 8. appealed 


Held, that the jpudgme nt appealed from was right 
Sinclair v. Brougham (1914, A. (’. 398 and p. 415) followed 


Dictum of Lord Ellenborough in Hudson + fobinson (4 M. & 8S 


475) approved 
Decision of Slater J reported 123 L. 7 Rep. 495) afirmed. 


Appeal by Mdlle. Spanoghe from a judgment of Slater, J., sitting 


without a jury. During the war a M. Pelabon set up munition works 
on @ considerable scale at Richmond, Surrey, and the defendant Ham 
brouck entered his service, and rose to a position of confidence in the 
counting-house. He obtained £6,680 15s. 6d. of M. Pelabon’s money by 
a system of gross fraud, whether by forgery in the strict sense of the 
words, was in dispute at the trial between the plaintiffs and M. Pelabon 
but at any rate, M. Pelabon lost the money, by forged or fraudulently 
Hambrouck, although a married mar 
Spanoghe, at Twickenham. She 





obtained cheques. At that time 
was living with the appeliant, Mdlle 
had a banking account with the London Joint City and Midland Bank 
and the only moneys she paid into that account were moneys received 
from Hambrouck Jetween May and August, 1919, Hambrouck made 
certain payments to the appeliant which were credited to her banking 
account amounting in all to £465, and Slater, J., found as a fact that 
those payments to Mdlle. Spanoghe were the direct proceeds of the 
cheques obtained by Hambrouck by these frauds. The main ground of 
the appeal was that these payments to the appellant were gifts to her 
and an averment that coin of the realm could not be earmarked so as 
to entitle the bank to have the money paid to them Evidence was given 
that Hambrouck got the cheques cashed through his own ac« 
the London Joint City and Midland Bank and handed her notes, which 
the appellant paid into her current t 


Bankes, J., read a judgment, in the course of which he said that 
this action the plaintiffs claimed an order that £315 paid into cow 
by the London Joint City and Midland Bank should be paid out t 
them His lordship referred to the material facts, and said that wher 
Hambrouck’s frauds were discovered the appellant had standing to he 
credit £315 at the London Joint City and Midland Bank. The state 
ment of. claim alleged that Hambrouck obtained payment of twenty 
eight cheques by fraudulently representing that they were drawn by 
M. Pelabon’s authority For the purpose of his judgment he would 
assume that Hambrouck obtained a voidable title to the proceeds of 
the cheques. Whatever the position of the plaintiff bank might have 
been in relation to its customer M. Pelabon, in the event of the bank's 
being unable to recover the moneys which they had paid out when the 
cheques were presented, it s clear that the payments were thei 
money which they were entitled to recover if they could. That conclu 
sion disposed of the point raised by the appellant’s counsel, that th 
because the bank was at the time of the tria 
claiming that, as between itself and M. Pelabon, the loss must fall 
him. Had the claim been for the recovery of a chattel sold | 
t was not denied by the appel 


thy 


ount wi 


ccount (ur. adt rul 





‘ 


action could not lie, 


upon 
instead of an alleged gift of money, i 
lant’s counsel that the appellant must have established that she g 
value for it, without notice that it had been obtained by the vendor 
by fraud. But they attempted to distinguish the present case from 
that of the sale of a chattel by saying (a) that the appellant who took 
without notice of the fraud obtained a good title to the money because 
it was a gift; (4) because the rule applicable to a chattel had no app 
cation to currency; (c) that the money having been paid into her 
banking account prevented any following of the money by the plaintiff 
bank, and that no action for money had and received could therefore 
lie His lordship thought the first contention could be supported 
reither on the facts nor in law. The second contention rested on a mis 
conception of the meaning which had been attached to the expression 
the decisions which had been referred to (see 
p. 457, per Lord Mansfield), and M 
ll per Channell, J When the 


1O 


** currency ** in some of 
Miller v. Race (1 Burr 452 and 
v.Hancock (1899, 2 Q. B. 111 and p 
word currency was used merely as the equivalent to coin of the realm 
then for present purposes the difference between currenc and a chatte 
personal Is one of fact see per Lord Ellenborough In Tayl u 

Plumer (3 M. & S. 562 and p. 575). Nor could the appellant’s last 
contention be supported Ihe law on the subject had been recently fu 
discussed in the case of Sinclair v. Brougham (1914, A. C. 39 

need only be pointed out that the law as d down by Lord Ellenboroug 
in Taylor v. Plumer supra) as to the right of the « to re vel 
ommon law who can sh 


la 
ywnel 
urts trom a person 


property in the 
ot being traced, whe 


title to it where the property was capable 
its original form in some substituted form, was fully accepted | 
itt was explained that the rule in equity vhich is applied in //allett 
case (13 Ch. D. 696) was only introduced to meet cases where the m 

be identified owing to it ha g 


sought to be traced could no longer 
become merged in the bank’s assets 
to apply the rule in Hallett’ s 
lish the right to the money, he saw no difhe vy in applying the 
the facts as found by the trial judge. The appeal failed 

L.JJ., read judgments to the like « 
Counset, for the appellant, Langdon, K.C., and Walter Warr f 
the respondents, Barrington Ward, K.C., D. N. Pritt and W 7 
Monckton. Souxicrrors, Appleton d: Co.; Michael Abrahams, 8 { 


Co. 


1f it had been necessat 


» plaintiff bank to estal 





Scrutron and ATKIN, 


{Reported by Exsxixt Retp, Barrister-at-I.w.) 





~ 


LEWCOCK v. BROMLEY AND ANOTHER. Sargant 
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rm name 





High Court—Chancery Dvwvision. 


INTERNATIONAL CIRCUS AND CHRISTMAS FAIR. 


Eve, J. 29th October. 


D AT ENHIBITION Rent Payapee Directors’ 


NSUITABLE Exuipit—Ruicuat to Ler tro OTHER Persons 


ICENSEI INJUNCTION 





ed for stand at ti defend / exhihition , 
y the de i 4 The defendants ected to the use 
fin { £ j i med the right 
he 
tiv P j P P sind j 
‘ f / y ti lef / / ; Aa , 
i the , , 
leclarat 1 that the plaint ff was entitled 
‘ D L. 1 f im injunction restraining the 
n breach of ntract by a standholder ipplication 
be 1920 I mpanied regulations signed on 
te 1 eS ! | h for the purpose | the present 
ed t plaintiff applied to be allotted three 
ge at a fair to be opened in December, the right 
f open ! ne the fair | reserved to the 
I rent pava was to be remitted with the 
t e to be | iid before lst. November No exhibitor 
| le iny space without the defendants’ consent 
Ss might refuse or remove any exhil t sanctioned 
The directors fel n of dispute be final and 
4 t ind an exhibitor if objectionable might be 
the pe t of this tenancy The defendants 
ist ! h the plaintill prop sed t put one of the 
ba t t his payment for he space ind asserted 
pers othe than the pla ntall The plau tiff 
t! grit the space ind 1 moved for an 
« ke e p untill t i irgued that i 
‘ ‘ ed twe @ parties bu t t the pla otiff 
t t ‘ ee irt tT equit uld ervene to 
I ‘ lete lants nd t he ntract 
t Dit ‘ l r i DOBBeESRLOT 
t the right of the pla ntiff involved the neideration 
1) What was the contract between the parties? and 
true mastruct thereot {) the evidence he 
po n 18 to be drawn at th ive, alth ugh if 
i nem tne se came on for trial was that the 
the making of the contract the 5th October 
ques i e point aros whether it was an agreement 
© p itiff took 1 interest in the premises, 01 whether 
‘ ® unde vn ion the nditions therein mentioned 
prem) see Che right of the plaintiff turned solely on 
. the tr t because if the ourt held that t was 
e authorities t hich Mr. Whitmore Richards had 
t just fy him in granting an junction His lord 
a ‘ hat the deca s in /furat Picture Theatres 
B. 1) and J tS Karl of lie (1909, 2 
furthe than to sa that hile determi , 1 equit that 
) t under sea ild not. be the ibject of ape fie 
f ‘ for valuable cde tic ‘ urt ould in 
‘ ne to prevent 1 t He ild find nothing 
ss ent 1 the tha pla tiff LL 
| " 4 bu Ie , for a limited 
i n of t} pace On that truction there was 
} } fid be specifica pertorn l 1 the attitude 
! ‘ rdopti f | ed i uld 
fj sim me { per! na ‘ t t é They had 
‘ f the md had retused ’ yniz e 
| | erted the right et e spa ler per 
‘ ngs the pla tiff was entitled " ipunet to 
) s brea f in agreement wh he held could be 
f med The nyunction isked =f: would therefore be 
e uld be wste in the action Counser, Whit 
Corer. KC... and J. N. Gray. Sorscrrors, Fielder 
( hell, Hooper dy? (dt 
[Reported by 8. E. Wittrams, Barrister-at Law. } 


J, 2ist Octoher. 


Rot ER AvTHORITY OF AGES >I AUTHORITY Te 
PURCHASE! AUTHORITY TO CONTRA 
7 yur ith f wh } ight an unt 
/ f f tnd ] / idler to eatahliah 
i ag y ake a f . a y to ] ¢ 
th fy t ] 


B 1900, 2 Ch. 266) distinguished 
f pe performance ga e defendant 

" e for damages for breach of warranty of authority 
lefendant Cooper 


On 24th February, 1920, the 
T rimming ¢ Cc M t to tne defendant 


that he had received an offer of £125 for certain ple ts 


bui ding land and that he would be glad if the defendant Bromley 








[ Rey rte«| 


‘ sctually entitled 








ne same 


the plot is £150 


bet weet the 


A) ind that he had pa d t the agents for 
1 deposit of £25, and agreed to com 
March, 1920 At the foot of this agreement 
re I nming & Co signed and wrote 
‘ ! M John Bromle hereby 
k lers ackné edge the receipt of 
I he t t t the defendant Bromle 
! 1 Ma the defendant Bromley 
i tu ed the tract. saying that it was 
1 not t iim but to his daughter 
lant ( iM t the effect that he was 
ne ! it mly substantial ques 
the ag 1 authority to sign the 
i 1 that Brom ey reque sted him 
t tisfied that Cooper intended to 
Bron Ile obviously thotight that ar 
t ‘ t find a put haser, can sign 


find a purchaser does mn 
ling n the vendor There 
be a specia d express authority to 
is Dee VT n the present case 
lina ile as laid down by Ha V.C., in 
l by Parke J human vy. Best (1907 
tf Bucklk J n Rosenbaum v Bilao 
imestar ind furnishes n guide 
is t Bromley must be dismissed 
irt | plaintiff s entitled t 
yy at ( pe is responsible for the 
must pay the sts of both the plaintiff 
but a ‘ might have been brought 
! et pay the costs either of 
Bron the county urt scale 
K.{ and Charles Churci 
I NW J. He vir Sher 


Leonanp Mar Harrister-at-Law.) 





CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. | 
High Court —Chancery Division. 
HINCKES 


DASHW OD HINCKES Asthury, J 22nd July 
C1 NING OF AcruaLty ENTITLED TO THE Pos 
: tHe R rue Rent rue F Estate or THE BuLK 
| \ HARGE EXHAUSTING THE F Rents—Power 
tt 
4 ifting clause which was t 
! y ent i to the possession r the 
at / / that estate, and 
p) / en? hea ree ; 2 reat / 
/ ents f F’ estate was limited 
pp thle for the be ft j'a 
! 
substantially possession, the shifting 
ah sh art tht look t the aubatance 
1 ue it tly Ti rding to its lanqi aqe, and 
f wa ‘ vhich were ot there 
R 499 / Shuttleworth Mur 1902 
; the h 7] fitied f the possesaton and not 
the eatate f « whaolute I i app intment did not 
itl 
" j letern é ! C » certain shifting clause | 
i eff ‘ le I ' tances In 1865 the 
ite e t the use of George Davenport, a 
ras ‘ Linder his s successively in tail 
1 ir " ! remainder to Harry 
a e, with mila emainder to his son with 
fa in ta vith similar 
fH remainder to the survivor 
und H I By a ted 18/2 Theodosia 
‘ estates to Harry for life, with remainder | 
t hay Ralph, the only son of George, for life 
| ns successively in tail male, with a like 
n remainders in f ur of Hagry’s sons 
s s th lersa over ul I some in favour of 
1 Harry's descendants, wit an ultimate remainder | 
ul . Chis will contained a shifting clause providing 
asue t 


Harry should by any means whatsoever 


the possession or the receipts of the rents 


On 26th February 
f the offer had no connection with certain 


On 28th February an 
plaintiff and the defendant 
sintiff K wledged that he had purchased 


s point is quite settled 








and profits of the Foxley estate or the bulk thereof, or as altered by 
iddition, substitution, diminution or otherwise, every estate in the 
Hinckes estate limited for life and in tail male to the children of 
George or Harry, who or whose issue became so entitled, should deter 
mine, and the Hinckes estate should go over as if such child had died 
und the had been a general failure of its issue. George married 
1866, and the testatrix died in 1874, while George was tenant for life 
ft Foxley estate, and his son Ralph, who was born in 1873, was 
tenant in tail male thereof, subject to a jointure in favour of George's 


wife Sophia. Harry and Ralph became the first and second tenants fi 


| 


life of the Hinckes estates. The greater part of the Foxley estates 
vere disentailed and resettled in 1894 and 1896, and Sophia's jointure 
as increased to £900, and, subject to any appointment by George and 
Ralph, the settled property was limited to George for life, with re 
mainder to Ralph for life, with remainders over. In 1895 Harry 
lied, a widower, without issue, and Ralph, still a bachelor 


became life tenant in Hinckes 


possession of the estate As 
| there was now considerable risk that Ralph might succeed to the 
Foxley estate, worth about £2,000 a year, and forfeit the Hinckes 
estate, worth about £4,000 a year, an appointment containing the 
following provisions, among others, was executed in 1900: (1) The 
settled and unsettled portions were both appointed, subject to the 
jointure 2) Ralph was to receive a rent charge of £2,800 from 
George's death, and a further £900 by way of rent charge from the 
death of the survivor of George and his wife 


These rent charges were 
not nany 


year to exceed nine-tenths Of the net rents from the Foxley 
ites, and were, if necessary, to abate accordingly. Subject thereto 
Foxley estate was limited to the trustees after George’s death for 
residue of Ralph’s life. The trustees were empowered to enter into 
possession and to manage. The surplus income was applicable for the 
benefit of Ralph's wife and children at the discretion of the trustees, 
ifter the expenses and rent charge had been paid. The trustees had full 
Settled Land Act powers. Ralph was entitled to a lease of the mansion 
} se, and had full powers of jointuring, raising portions, appointing 
new trustees, and revoking and appointing new uses, After Ralph’s 
death the settled portion was limited to the uses of the resettlement and 
the unsettled portion to Ralph's heirs. Ralph married in 1909, had a 

1 in 1910 and a daughter in 1912. Tn 1919 George died, his wife 
having predeceased him, and Ralph became entitled to the Foxley rent 

arges, the lease of the mansion house and his other rights under the 
1900 appointment. The remaindermen contended that as the rent 
harge more than exhausted nine-tenths of the rents, and Ralph’s wife 
und children got the balance, and Ralph was in complete dominion, 
I vas substantially in possession within the shifting clause They 
referred to Leslie v. Rothes (supra) and other cases ; 
Asrsury, J., after stating the facts, said : Although Ralph is in as 
d a financial position qua Foxley as if the 1900 appointment had 
been executed, he is not actually entitled in law or in equity to 
possession or receipt of the rents and profits of the bulk of that 

tate as such. The trustees are entitled to the possession, and they 
lo not hold the estate or the rents for Ralph. His power of appoint 
ment does not make him so entitled : Lee Bower v. Smith (supra). No 
loubt if the testatrix had foreseen this conveyancing device she would 
have amended her shifting clause accordingly, but though 


es 


; 


the 


the court 
nay look at the substances of the clause, it must construe it strictly 

rding to its language, and cannot read into it grounds of dispos 
session which are not there and insert words which the testatrix might 
have put in had she forseen the event: Lee Hunter v. The Attorney 
(feneral (1899, A. C. 309), Leslie v. Rothes (supra) and Shuttleworth \ 
WVurray (supra). The shifting clause accordingly did not operate.— 
Counset, P. M. Walters; Romer, K.C., and Northcote . Upjohn, K.C 
nd Ashworth James Souicitors, Peake, Bird, Collins, & Co Bird a 
Bird ; Johnson, Raymond, Barker. 4 Co 


[Reported by Leoxanp Mar, Barrister-at-Law.} 





Societies. 
The Law Society. 
THE GENERAL AND TECHNICAL EDUCATION NEEDED BY 
A STUDENT FOR THE SOLICITOR’S PROFESSION. 
rue following is the paper on the above subject read by Sir Norman 


Hill at the Liverpool meeting. We gave a short summary of it in our 
report of the meeting (ate, p. 14 


Much has been said and written as to the general and technical 
lucation which will best serve the student for our profession, and in 
ecent vears progress has been made in providing theoretical training 

iw. In this paper I endeavour to view the question in its relation 
the nature of the work and responsibilities that are now placed on 


he profession, and to deal in particular with the examinations thai 
ould be used to test the training that is given. Whatever may be 
iw individual opinions as to the wisdom of the present trend of 
tional pol ts consequences are affecting profoundly the work and 
esponsibilities of the solicitor’s profession 

In this and the preceding generation there has been a steady growth 
n State control over the freedom of the individual citizen. We, as a 
nation. seem to have swung back from the belief that the chief duty 
of the State is to protect men’s persons and property, so as to secure 
the maximum of freedom for each man compatible with the existence 
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of the hike freedom on the part‘of others. We have harked back to 
earlier theories that it is for the State to order the lives of its citizens, 
and that after all State aid is better than self help. Indeed, it has 
been said that we are all now Socialists, although, if one may judge 
from the very vigorous life that was given to D.O.R.A there must 
be almost as many believers in paternal despotism Anyway, the indi 
vidua ist is for the present in a hopeless minowty >; perhaps, as 
happened before, his time may come again, but as vet there is no sig 
of any slackening in energetic legislation In part this State contro 
direct ; in the regulations of t hours and conditions under whic 
we may work; the building (or 1 ilding) of the houses in whi 
we may live; in the management of our towns and villages, of ou: 
roads and railways, of our ships, and in a hundred other directions 
But in great part and to : reasing extent State control is exercised 
through taxation, the ‘ » of hich to a very nsiderable degree 
controls the occupatio whi it is possible to earn a living A 
Stat« ontrol extends, the freedom of th: individual citizens becomes 
more and more prescribed It is not sufficient that his conduct cor 
forms to the principles of common law and equity. He must observe 
the niceties of Acts of Parliament and of such rules and regulation 
as relate to the state of life in which he is endeavouring to earn his 
living Those niceties are not always easy to appreciate ; even 01 
Act may conflict with another, and as to the rules and regulations, their 
obscurity is only equalled by their number [t follows that to the 
law-abiding citizens the help of the trained lawyer is an increasit 
necessit In the old days lawvers were amongst the sturdiest and 
most capable of the supporters of the freedom of the citizen against 
the | iternal de potism of the Crown it is for the lawvers of to-day 
to protect the citizen against the abuse of such powers as Parliament 
onfers on the Departments of Stat 

There are other influences which within the last two generations have 
tended to increase the duties and responsibilithe or the olicitor’s pro 
fession. There has been the organisation of capital in companies and 
of labour in unions, and in the result the direction and utrol of 
many businesses and the actions of many men have been concentrated 
in the hands of a comparatively few directors and leaders All thi 
concentration has rendered necessary the adoption of new methods of 
organisation, of administration and of negotiation Businesses which 
apart were conducted under the eyes of the individual owner, when 
amalgamated can only be watched through figures, and arrangement 
and negotiations have to be dealt vith as affecting not merely a few 
individuals, but an industry asa whole. Collective bargaining between 
employers themselves, and between the employers and labour, have 
introduced not only new methods, but m great measure new principles 
in the control of business affairs. Then there has been an enormous 
growth in the nation’s international commerce, and in consequence 
in the merchant, transport and financial organizations by which that 
commerce is served. And here the nation 18 being brought In an 
Increasing degree into immediate touch with the law and business 

ices of other nations 
is due to these circumstances, which are yearly becoming more 

complicated, that I invite your consideration of the system of educa 
tion now in force for the solicitor’s profession, and in particular to the 
practice followed in the examinations instituted to test its practical 
eficiency. The system is, and always has been, based on the student 


combining the following of the practical work in the office where he 


is serving his articles and participating in it as far as is possible, and 
the study of law by reading, supplemented where available by classes 
or lectures: The foundation for this technical education must be a 
hberal general education, and its soundness should be tested by the 
pre! minary examination Che juesti whether it is wise t »attempt to 
acquire concurrently both the theoretical and practical training in law 
has often been discussed. Much may be said in favour of a theoretical 
‘raining preceding the practical; but, on the other hand, what is 
wanted in a practising sclicitor is both knowledge of law and under 
standing of its application to daily affairs, and to such understanding 
opportunities of observing practical application are essential 
The need for this practical experience is increasing Take, for 
example, the organisation of capital in the hands of the company with 
limited liabilitv—there the solicitor must have not only a knowledge 
ts of Parliament which prescribe the formalities to be 
but he must also be able to grasp the business purposes that 
are to be attained. Or as a more recent instance, Excess Profits Duty 
There the solicitor. if he is to serve his client, must have the ability 
toapply correctly the Act to the particular circumstances of the client 
business, and to do that he must be able to follow the lines upon which 
such businesses are conducted. I do not mean that he need be, let us 
highly skilled a untant. but the duty is created and imposed 
of Parliament, ana it is for the solicitor to interpret the prit 
f that Act, and to apply them to the particular circumstances 
of the business upon which he is consulted 
In commercial law, whether it is dealing with commerce 
transport or insurance, understanding of the manner in } 
business is conducted and the purposes it serves is equally essentia 
And so it is with the administration of the laws controlling our public 
authorities. and of those regulating the conduct of our industries 
Without actual experience it is difficult, if not impossible, to appreciate 
the application of even general legal principles to the current affair 
of life, and it is quite impossible to understand what Acts of Parliment 
and Departmental Orders are talking about 
No solicitor’s office can give the students an insight into the lives and 


| 
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MENTAL DEFECT. 


The ROYAL EARLSWOOD INSTITUTION 


is a REAL HOME for those UNDEVELOPED persons 

of both sexes who need kind contro! and expert 

supervision in Good Schools, Farm, Kitchen Gardea 
and Manual training. 


Trust Funds are available for the Children of Barristers, 
Solicitors, and Clergy of Church of Bagland. 

Admission on Inclusive Fees. If whole cost cannot be paid, 
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minds « an no doubt exert the power of memory to an extraordinary 






























aecree th t 1 pairment of their vigour: but the a erage mind can 

ouly accumulate lacts t a certain point and j the i begins to lose ATH R O N . 

fle xibi itv and adaptability qualities which are ibsx on y essential to E a Ss 

the practising s itor Those jualities are naturally iltivated by LIMITED, 

a e pre ion daily work : the office, but the opportunities thus afforded 63 & 64, Chancery Lane, LONDON, Ww.c. 
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s 
! rau ta numbe in 
and re mat t nde madi tl amb ined from | book in which attorneys’ addresses were entered, terminated the series 
ih a M f n ition is at | of conflicting orders by which the judges ordered practitioners to resort 
fault to some inn of Court or Chancery, while the benchers of the four inns 
I tl t > ' t I tandard of lega ipparently at the instigation of the Privy Council) ordered their exclu 
bucatior ' vt ' Te thi sel on By an ironical stroke of fate the ridicule which Cambridge and 
ne ! wh him; but surely such a | the civilians poured on the common law bar in /gnoramus was trans- 
irante t ‘ ind i 1 deprive he student of ferred to the attorneys: and while Parliament restricted the numbers 
tl py] ) f t ’ ou f pra 1) | of attorneys, it left unchecked the growth of solicitors who obtained 
experien t iM th if vl I hia | thew business 
rticles, i de | ' lemor ’ t t he he moment [The eighteenth century was the time of most severe criticism; it 
oft exa at ritted t numbe f ting t s then that the Society of Practisers endeavoured to check malpra 
bran I , itisfy | The | tice, to exclude from the profession undesirable persons, and to obtain 
’ I ind n , t} | a reasonable scale of remuneration. In 1830, five years after the foun 
ul lerst tit unt | i A ‘ dation of the Law Society, they were still in existence, and protesting 
ot ul uid re development gainst the appointment of barristers to Government posts which 
I I point [T end red to 1 ‘ en openil solicitors had filled. The heavy taxation of the profession was first 
Nearly enerations of energet ‘ tion affecti: slmost. ever suggested by solicitors themselves; and since the Law Society had been 
cones | the count rt n sible for the eoli the guardian of professional interests, it had succeeded in turning 
tor to have Is tl , points ; | inder this ever | examinations from a mere form into a real test of professional com- 
widenit nd eper of State ntrol the work and the respor petence, and | d rendered real service in the reform of private law. 
atit S of t . to ¢ d i ! ( ing t S “ —_ 
wk that na its branche ! ound idgment ind that must 
be based on the understanding of fundamental principles. If the Incorporated Law Society of Plymouth. 
' ‘ | staat : | Snithe | ‘ ‘ 
but ‘t { % ’ , . nics , a ‘ rw. 1 “ om pe oe ae At the anmual general meeting o the above Society the fol llowing 
ay be range ' = het & 1 fall id nae ie hoth ‘the officers were elected f the coming year : President, Mr G. N Die! n- 
tor and 1 cliest. 2 woeld u sevisien of the chandenia tn 1 ots * ce president, Mr E. R. Ward ; hon treasurer, Mr. B H. White- 
hoth the intermediate and final exa ies sue thed tow we te | oO hon. secretaries, Messrs. R. B. Johns and B. H. Whiteford 
rncy f ind of h ! | +} . nciples it} e . 
seam tedemeat as Law Association. 
ro test ( i od knowled i apt | I The usual monthly meeting of the directors was held at the Law 
ould Sugg that he be also ¢ ned i ib jes Society’s Hall on Friday, the 5th inst., Mr. T. H. Gardiner, treasurer, 
of his own select for exam] conveyanci 1 trust or | in the ch Che other directors present were : Master Spencer White 
Sele aa tak psy cwe. r commercial law and the laws | head (treasurer), and Messrs. E. E. Bird, W. R. Emery, P. E. Marshall, 
elating | nd and sea transport, or t sh ntrolling the adminis- | Ww, M. Woodhouse, and the secretary, Mr. E. E. Barron. A sum of 
tration of . d | authoritie ind cri ’ lhe | £177 was voted in relief of deserving applicants, and other general 
| \ 1 | t! ! . " ) rrespond business transacted 





ortunities eing actual practice in only a limited United Law Society. 
aranches Of tmx SM e that oe ae. | \ meet s held in the Middle Temple Common Re 





om on Monday 










mae re yen Reg ey era Gaucation. the theoretical’ and | osth October, Mr. W. H. Godfrey in the chair. oe 

, : } Mr. S. E. Redfern proposed and Mr. G. W. Fishe: seconded, That 

best advantage of the student, the profession and +18 OF @ Mr. R. C. Nesbitt be requested to assume the position of Honorary 

importance, the pub ithe Standing Solicitor to the United Law Society in place of the late Mr 
Wvnne E. Baxter, J.P.’’ The motion was carried nem. con. 






Mr. G. W. Fisher (in the absence of Mr. S. E. Pocock) then moved 
That the of White Riley and Wood (36 T L. R. 849) as 


lrinder Bequest was delivered ly decided.” Mr. H. V. Rabagliati opposed 





Zz. 
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I} nse ft lecture inder t 

t the wietv's f ey Mat sel On, ee he wrongly } 
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ubjex wing the story « S tors ; < 
° Mi Cl t “3 1 that the 7 ler r f tors | » with put to the meeting and lost by 2 votes. N 
t} ““¢ e o, ahr { sect Rory. P ia ' "€ 5 The next meeting will take place on 8th November 
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y permission of the courts, we sor ie the pines af toe | The Lord Mayor at the Law Courts. 
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almost the alter ego of his m ates or client The rt’ was not | Salter. The Recorder (Sir Forrest Fultem) formally presented the = 
slow to reprove or imprison without mainprise an attorney who con Lord Mavor he Court He gave am account Alderman - 
mitted such offences as appearing for an infant or omitting to summon areer Ag chairman of the Court of Common Councu, he said, ong 
a warrantor! A long series of complaints against the excessive number | Roll carried through the scheme tor the abolition of the 112 Of 
parishes and the substitution of one parish for the whole City. The reby 


of attorneys, and of efforts to reduce them, ended as soon as the 
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a large saving was effected for the raiepayers and many superfluous 
offices were done away with. The Recorder also dwelt on the work of 
the ex-Lord Mayor (Sir Edward Ernest Cooper), mentioning specia 
the active measures taken to find employment for ex-Service officers and 
men, 

The Lord Chief Justice, on behalf of his brother Judges and humse 
congratulated Alderman Roll upon his election. The compliment paid 
to him, he said, was perhaps as great as could possibly be paid, remem 
bering that those who had elected him were th 
passed some fifty years of his life—indeed, practically the whole of | 
The election to the position Lord Mayor, Chiet 
historic Corporation of the ¢ 
justly proud. It w 


business career. 
Magistrate, the head of the ancient and 
andon, was an honour of which he might be 
none the less creditable to him because he came to London, like mat 
his predecessors, a poor, friendless boy from the country, his <« 
isset being his energy, his capacity and his character. From the p 
office ‘boy he gained his first appointment in the Pearl Assurance 
Company, and by his integrity, abilities and honest work rose to be 
chairman of the company an the days of its prosperity. The 


qualities of constant application and persistent industry, with an wm 
nf 


flinching integrity, were qualities which had brought him to his pres 
position. They were qualities which w: e the less valuable at tl 
present day, after the tremendous drain made upon the country’s 
resources, which made it vitally important that we should devote ou 
selves as a nation to production. 

Turning to the late Lord Mayor the Lord Chied Justice said tha 
Edward Cooper had had a memorable year of office. He had succeeded 
to that great office soom after the war had come to an end, when ther 

l truction to be dea 


~ 


onl 


were great problems, as there were 
with. During the year he had had 


Lumnilles I welcoming 

some great captains on sea and i ndered such ex 

service to the country during the war. He had also received the Pre 

dent of the French Republic as the representative of that great nation 
» which we were so closely allied, and, moreover, it had fallen to his 
t to receive the Prince of Wales when he returned from | 

Canada and the United States He had done memorable worl 

there had been a debt which he had been quick to recognize—a debt of 

r owed by the country to those ex-Service officers and men who 


i ppol 
1 wl ¢ 


a 


gave up all in order that they might go to fend the country’s cause 
nd were now in need of assistance. It was a satisfaction to know that 
he gracious lady who had done so much to hé p him and had so 
endeared herself to others would share the honour be stowed upon him 


by the King 
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The Law Society. 
FINAL EXAMINATION. 
Honours Ocroser, 1920. 
*.* The names of the Solicitors to whom the Candidates served unde 


Articles of Cle rkship follow the names of the Candidate s. 
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At the final examination of candidates for admission on the R 
Solicitors of the Supreme Court, the Examination Committee rx 
war 
mended the following as being entitled to Honorary Distinction 


First CLass 
JAMES ALBERT IVESON (Mh Harry Wray of the firm of 
Laverack, Son, & Wray, of Kinyston-upon-Hull 


SECOND CLAS 


Leonard James Bedwell (Mr. Henry Bankes Ashton, of the firm 
of Messrs. Bankes, Ashton, & Co.. of Burv St. Edmunds) 

Leslie Wynn Evans (Mr. William Wynn Evans, of Wrexham, and Mr 
Owen William Owen, of Live rpool) 

Samuel Hilton (Mr. Alfred Ernest Withy, of Swindon) 

Chomas Robert McCready (Mr, Edgecombe Stevens, of 
\lessra Betts, Stevens, & Butler. of Ply mouth) 

Turrp Crass 

Herbert Freedman (Mr. James Cuthbert Mortor the firm of Me 
Burnicle & Morton, of Sunderland 

George Morgan Green, LL.B. (London) (Mr. William James Lak 
the firm of Messrs. W. J. Lake & Son, of Lond 

Benjamin Hamilton (Mr. Frederic Dyke Sydney Simons, of the firn 
Messrs. Simons, Smyth, & Daniel, of Merthyr Tydfil, and Mr. Art] 
Owen Warren, of the firm of Messrs. Warren & Penman, of Londor 

Cyril Harvey (Mr. Arthur William Hext Ha y, of Penzance 
William Stanley Mitealfe, B.A. (Oxon \Mlessrs. Charles Lightbound & 

of Liverpool) 

William John Orton (Mr. William Louis Joseph Orton, of ( 

Arthur Penrose Persh nse, M.A. (Oxon i < 1 barriste 

Victor Charles Procter (Mr. Albert David Jenkir of Guildf 

John Southam Rowe (Mr. Henrv Edmund Tud f Lond 

Wilfrid Stanley Scammell, LL.B. (Londor Mr. J 


Laon mn? 
hn Chaffey Glyde 
if the firm of Messrs. J. Chaffey Glvde & Co.. of Bristol 


Noel Vivian Snell, LL.B. (London) (Mr. John Beddome Sneli. of the 


firm of Messrs. Snell & Co., of London and Tunbridge Wells) 
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LLOYDS BANK 
LIMITED. 


HEAD OFFICE: 71, LOMBARD ST., E.C. 3. 





COLONIAL AND FOREIGN DEPARTMENTS : 


17, CORNHILL, E.C. 3, 
And at BIRMINGHAM, BRADFORD, LIVERPOOL, MANCHESTER, 
NEWCASTLE-ON-TYNE. 


Foreign Bills and Cheques are collected, 
and approved Bills purchased. Letters of 
Credit and Circular Notes are issued, and 
Foreign Currency Drafts, Telegrephic 
Transfers, and Letter Payments, available in 
all parts of the world, can be obtained from 
the principal Branches. 











The Agency of Colonial and Foreign Banks 
is undertaken. 
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Hope, James Kenneth 
Horn, Edgar Cuthbert 


Hurton, Thomas d 
Trefor Richards 
Francis Bernard 
Johnson, Ralph Albert 
Joh sion, Stephen Soane 
Jones, John Ashwynn 


Lees, Albert Edward 
’ mbrey, Percy Walter 


doyd, John Lewis 
McBrien, James George 


Mead, Alan Phillops 


Napthen, Edwin 


Newton, Richard 
Nowe, Ernest Slatter 
Edward Richard Lauraine 


Pettefar, George 


P wock, Leslie James 
Prichard, James 


Pryce, Johu Bernard Hallam 
of candidates, 297; passed, 266 
ounts and Book-keeping) Examination 


held on 20th July, 1920. 


. Geoffrey Kesteven 
Harrison, James Murray 


Reginald Edwin 


Rees, Vernon Walters 


Law Societv’s Hall, Chancery-lane, London, W.C 


nland, William Geoffrey 
} * erst ve »vem her 


arnett, Leigh Mathiesor 


The following candidates 
:, John Hodson, B.A., LL.B 


’ Ambrose, William Henry 
Harrison, Wilham Stat Walter Vincent 
Hartley, Reginald 
Hellewell, Frank Whartor 
Barlow, Richard Maxwel! 
inghem, George Hemin Barwick, Douglas Harry 
Herniman, William 
Bedworth, Roland Gilbert 
Beecroft, Stanley 


Bishop, Thomas Henry 


Hinds, George Vernon 


Davis, George Eastlake 
Hoare, John Henry 








Radford, Henry Robert 

Randall, Harry Koeller 

Reed, Norman Sampson 

Regge, Robert Gilbert Brooman 

Reynard, Henry 

teyin lds, Felix Coasey 

Rider, John Leonard Wase 

Rogers, Philip Morton 

Rollinson, Edward Howard 

Russell, Frederick Roger 

Ruston, Alfred Francis (ierald 
LL.B. London 

Scorer, William 

Scott, John Christophe: 

Silvester, Normam Garlick 

Simpson, Cyril Marmaduke 

Slack, Geoffrey Hector 

Smith, Francis Morton, B.A 
Oxon. 

Smith, Harry Edgar, B.A. Cantab 

Smith, John Andrew 

Smith, John Edward 

Southall, William Arthur 

Storey, Bernard Donald 

Stratton, William Henry 

Sword, Charles Thomas 

lackley, Reginald Charles 

Thomas, Robert Bernard Hobson 
M.A. Cantab 

Thomas, David 

l'rafford, John Bernard Charles 

Dweed, Henry Reginald 

Underwood, Reginald Lindsay 

Wade, Richard 

Walker, William Trevor 

Walker, Evelyn Degory 

Walter, Frederick Russell Doggett 

Walton, Francis Edwan 

Watts, Raymond John, B.A 
LL.B. Cantab 

Whiting, Frederick Charles 

Whittaker, Francis 

Williams, Ernest Morgan 

Wiliams, Harry Lloyd 

Willis, Eric Constant « 

Wilhs-Fleming, Edward 

Wilson, John Alan 

Wilson, Frank 

Wood, John Ironside, B.A. Cantab 

Wood, John Lionel 

We - >, Thomas ] forac e, LL. B 
Laverpool 

Woodham-Smith, George Ivon 

Woolsey, Robert Monsey 

Yale, James St. Clair Madryn 

Yates, Ralph Cyril 


PASSED. 


Robinson, Thomas Norman 


Rowland Warhurst, William Henry, LL.B 


Victoria 


andidates, 5; passed, 5 


By order of the Council, E. R. Coox, Secretary 
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whose names are in alphabetical order) 
were successful at the final examination held on 18th and 19th October 


Blackwell, Greville William 

Bourne, Cecil William 

Bramall, Brian 

Bramall, Claud Arthur, LL.} 
London 

Brittain, Leonard Hall 

Brown, Fred 

Bunney, Harold Percival John 

Butler, Thomas Howard 

Butt, Thomas George Cecil 

Buxton, Thomas Kershaw 

Carn, William Edwin Blake 

Carr, James Henry 
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Carver, Alfred Cedric 

Catnach, Charles Burney 

Chambers, James 
Murchie 

Champion, Cyril Frank 

Chatterton, Richard 

Cho!meley, Guy 
B.A. Oxon. 
Yarke, Derrick 
Oxon. 

‘ayton, Owen 
wok, Frederick John Mervyn 
‘rocker, William 

curtis, Oswald Trevor 

Davey, Donald Woodward 

Davies, Henry Howells 

Dewhirst, Ernest Thomas 

Donovan, Jeremiah 


Frederick 


Hargreaves, 


Ansel! M.A 


Egginton, John Foley 

Ellis, Cecil Montague Jac: 
B.A. Oxon. 

Ellis, Henry Lee 

Eltoft, William Holland 

Evans, Howell Arnold 

Evans, Leslie Wynn 

Foster, Arthur William 

Foster, Edward Wade 

Foster, William 

Francis, Jonathan Morris 

Freedman, Herbert 

French, Alfred Cyril 

Frere, Philip Beaumont 

Furniss, Arnold Edeson 

Gedge, Lathom 

Glazebrook, 
B.A. Cantab 

Godbold, Thomas Edward 

Goodale, Ernest William 

Green, Frederick Charles 

Morgan, 
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Arthur 


Rimingt 


Green, George 
London 

Greenwood, Harry Richard 

Hadgkiss, William 

Hale, Geoffrey Thomas 

Halmshaw, John, LL.M 

Hamilton, Benjamin 

Hancock, Gerald Rattembury 

Harvey, Cyril 

Hearse, George 

Helliwel!l, Geoffrey Davenport 

Henderson, Magnus Charles 

Hetherington, William 

Hillman, Gerald Edward 

Hilton, Samuel 

Hincks, Josiah 

Hinds, George Vernon 

Hoddinott, Henry 

Hodge, Archibald 

Hodgson, George 

Hotchen, Frank Boyd 

Howard, Henry Wilfrid 
Smith 

Hudson, John Roundeil 
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Hunter, Arthur John 
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Irwin, Samue! 
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*Jewell, Francis Norman 

Jones, Cecil Buckingham 
Liverpool 

Jones, Thomas Ivor 

Kay, William 

Kenworthy, Charles 
B.A. Cantab 

Kershaw, Frank, M.A 

Lambert, Alec Sydney 

Langley-Smith, William Humphries 

Langton, Joseph Lawrence 
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Leman, Sydney Curtis 
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Lewis, Owain Hamlet 
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McCready, Thomas Robert 
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Mant, George Arthur 
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Matthews, Sydney Edgar 

Meek, Benjamin Sutcliffe 

Menhinick Wiliam 
Stephens 

Middlebrook, John 

Middlemiss, Kenneth 

Mitealfe, William Stank 
Oxon 

Moore, Tom 

Morgam, Daniel Owen 

Morgan, Evan Bernard 

Morley, Richard James 

Morten, Hamish Macpher 

Nash, Herbert Mason 

Newboult, Jack 

Newman, Douglas 

Ni h rls " Geoffre, 

Ogden, Francis Kennedy 

Oglethorpe, John Atkinso 

Orton, William John 

Owen, Thomas Fr 

Page, Stanley Clarence Marte! 

Parry, David James. M.A. Cant 

Pershouse, Arthur Penrose, M 
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Svmonds, John Dudley Barke 
Taylor, Bryon Samuel William 
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Thompson, Geoffrey Johr 
Thompson, Maynard Falcon 
Thorne, William Henry Allen 
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Wade, Hugh Robert 
Walsh, James Dermot 
Walters, Donald Alfred Haves 
Ward, William Joseph 
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Watts, Francis Mapleton Irem 
Whalley. Thomas Davenport 
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London, 


Stupents’ DEBATING SOCIETY t meeting of the So« 
y's Ha Tuesda h N 
Sule debate was Tha he ase of Centre 
é Colomale A (1920, 1 K. B. 753 
H. Barron opened in the affirmative. M1 
« affirmative. Mr. A. E. Johnson opened 
North seconded in he neat e The 
Chairman having summed up, tion 
were twenty members and one 


ety 


La Soc tet ember (Charrmat 
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Legal News, 


Appointment. 


Lieut.-Colonel Danie. J. Mason, D.S.O., solicitor 
of Messrs. Howson, Dickinson & Mason, solicitors, 
appointed Cor West Cumberland and 
s admitted in 1898 


Workington and 
Whitehaven, has 
the Honor of 


ner for 


Maso 


been 


( kermouth Colonel 


General. 


appointment of Diwan Bahadu 
be a Judge of the High 


aused by the 


rT) King 
Krishnan 
ture at Madras, in th 
James Herbert Bakewe! 
that the King ‘pp ed of t 

Ws K.C., to be 
Judimal Commissioner of the 


Right H Wylie 
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barrister-at-law, t 
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James Owe 
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AUCTIONEERS, 
EXPERT VALUERS AND ESTATE AGENTS, 


QUEEN’S ROAD, LONDON, WwW, 2. 
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ESTATE DUTY, SALE, FIRE INSURANCE, ETC. 


EVERY THURSDAY, 
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IN 


LONDON’S LARGEST SALEROOM. 


AUCTION SALES 
VIEW ON 


PHoms No.: PARK ONE(40 Lines), TeLerersus: “WHITBELEY LONDON” 
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with only £46,617 2s. 2d. in the previous year. Among 
hown ealaries account fo £71 669 3s. 10d , an increase 
oA 

a 


Owing to the illness of Master Bonner and Master Whately, Sir 


William Archit 


yald has, at the request of the Lord Chief Justi e. offered 


to resume his service as a Master of the Supreme Court, King’s Bench 


Division, and 


William Archil 


during the present emerge! 


Mr. John Bo 


the Lord Chief Justice has accordingly appointed Sir 
vald to be a Master of the Supreme Court, to hold office 


t Kinnea of Kinlocl has died at ( Ss le Fifeshire 


iree \I Kinnear was believed to be he oldest member 


h Scottisl Ba he vas appx nted am advocate ir 18m vod was 
illed to the Eng h Bar in 1856 As Political Secretary to the Lord 
\dvocate he drev up the Bank: aptcy B for Scotland In 1885 he 

eated Ma vfterwards Sir Johr (rilmou in the represemtation of 
Kast Fife, but the Irish Home Rule contr ersy Mr Asqui h won the 
eat by a majorit f 300 Mr, Kinnear was a Garibaldi volunteet 

At a meeting upport of the Police Court Mission, held a 
Mansion dlouse he 4th inst } Bishop of London appealed i 
denominations to join in the rk of the Mission. Sir Chartres Biron, 

Chief Metrop Ma rate vid tha sfemed to be thought 

uw metropolitan n strate e off ho existed merely to try 
ind then sentence their fe ‘ tizens But the greatest part of their 

rk was done outside the irts in a direction of which the general 
public could kn thing Ile related an incident of a first offender 
! is sent t { id d who repa i the whole of the expenses 

\ i mn the business on Tuesday Mr. Justice P. O 
wre rid Before the of ling-up petitions is called I wish 
» dra ‘ } hat ther growing tendency an g 

’ one p i yp pe to disregard } rules 
ipplying t the adve ement tf petition In to-day’s list there is 
ira one pe ne hn é Tene disregarded in one 
» ar I i pra hat the rules mu be strictly 
plied | «l wta compelled to dire p t 
l prop | ed hich wi e tl he 
hour I t pn 
I I Hou Con Wednesda vl ( Harn } 
ply to M ) ‘ thd s had alread I 1M i 
ha Lap P ! i ‘ he ! ! inde he 
{ iu lla I | { i B I} m vl B h 
P t i my i pn i p nh 4erea 
Brita ‘ l I ! 1 whicl ild be fully ss l hou 
! Lniete ‘ B i of those eign rights in the manner pr 
posed } ! nm propre M Ormsby -Gore Deo 1 
understand (tha hese negotiations have be« begun since the ratification 
¥ the Ty Ve , and 1 bef Mr. (4 Harn t} 
T +} 

It ha - ff at ‘ M Health t} pa 
he p , | } il | h fur he G 

t I M Health ! s are be ma pla 
e (3 1 R Cott | M etry j , 

a I ff I 1 ’ ute these arra " S 
Bernard Mall R ur (in } mated I Prime 
M er | , , e on 3lst Decen he 
Prime M ‘ opted the offer, expressing his appreciation, of Sir 
Bernard Mall to f tate reorganization and his thanks for the 

‘ endered hit Ss Bernard Mallet has bes Re ’ 

. ’ wy 
In the Hou Comn Tuesda Sir C. Warner asked the 
Mir ‘ f ite f that the London County Cou 

re a the iws, the erection at the end 
of Kings f sk yscrape eve fl s higher than thev had 

weed othe anikt ‘ , ‘ 6 1 
. . } tild he b 1 if he had powers to prevent 


ft ar l 
@ oT t 
tices ha i 
t} 100 ' 
ithority ft 1 
Judg Scul 


[sme lecided 


1914 was 17s 
! espect of th 


like to take 


various parts 


factors that the ndlord had t keep the premises in repair, and 


rates, taxes, an 
landlord was er 
accruing from 
who was under 
studied the su 
conclusion that 
thinking, altho 
that it resultea 


ucl building D Addison, Minister of Health 
1 48 of the Lond Building Act, 1894, t Londo 


ire em] ered to sent t the erectio of a bu ding 
yut if the msent t greater height than 80 ft. (« ’ 
reys in t t t an ornamental architectural features) 
be g t t persons i terested, and owners a l lessees 
Is ma ppe to the tribunal of uppea I have 
Clerkenwe ( int ( il on the tl ns Save the 
that a sub-tenant ina house where the standard rent 
4d pe week should pa two-fifths of the whole rent 
€ 1 ms he ¢ upie d which would be 7s per wee k, as 
rainst his present rent of 15s per week His Honour said he would 
to account not méfely the relative residential values of 
of the house in apportioning the rent, but also the 


my 
dqnsurance, and say that in view of those liabilities ‘the 
ititled in equity to a larger share of the general revenue 
letting the house than the tenant of particular ri , 
no liability at all except t pay rent 3ut the more he 
b-section of the Act the more he was driven to the 
he was not entitled to do that. He uld not help 
ugh that was the course he must take under the Act 
In a rea! injustice 


ms 





LAW REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY 


LIMITED, 
No. 15, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1863. 

Capital Stock ... = ned ie oe ... £400,000 
Debenture Stock ane at * i ... £331,130 
REVERSIONS PURCHASED. ADVANCES MADE THEREON 
Forms of Proposal and full information can be obtained at the Society's Office. 

G. H, MAYNE, Secretary. 





Mr. Disney, speaking in the Juvenile Court, at Greenwich, on Tues- 
day, says the 7umes, said that he had read in the Educational Supple- 
ment of thé 7'imes the report of the debate on the Juvenile Courts Bill, 
which would entirely revolutionize the constitution of those courts 

I have read with some amazement,’’ said Mr. Disney, ‘‘ that the 
Ilome Secretary stated that the magistrates approve of the Bill. He is 
under a great misapprehension, and he must have been wrongly in- 
formed I have not met a single magistrate who approves of the 
Bill.”’ Mr. Disney added that the Bill put the profession of magistrate 

an extraordinary and invidious position. It rendered them liable to 
have their judgment and law over-ruled by untrained lay magistrates. 
It. seemed to him to be an intolerable position. He did not believe 
there was a single magistrate v@io would accept such a position volun 
tarily, and, he added, ‘‘ if we are forced into such a false position I 
don’t think the Bill is likely to be a success.’’ In that court he had 
met children, parents, teachers, missionaries, probation officers, attend 
ince officers and various workers among children, and had seen no 
evidence which demanded this great change. 





Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 











Dat EMERGENCY APPEAL CoURT Mr. Justice Mr Justice 
as RoTA. No. 1. Eve SARGANT 
Monday, Nov. 15 Mr. Synge Mr. Leach Mr. Goldschmidt Mr. Borrer 
Tuesday .... 16 Bloxam Goldschmidt Borrer Bloxam. 
Wednesday.... 17 Charch Borrer Bloxam Synge 
Thursday -. 18 Leach Bloxam Synge Jolly 
Friday .. .. . 19 Goldachmidt Synge Jolty Church 
Saturday .... 20 Borrer Jolly Charch Leach 
Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice P.O, Mr Justice 
ate, ASTBURY PETERSON. LAWRENCE. RUssELL. 
Monday. Nov. 15 Mr. Bloxam Mr. Synge Mr. Jolly. Mr. Church 
Tuesday soe Synge Jolly Church Leach 
Wednesday . 17 Jolly Chareh Leach Goldschmidt 
Thursday 18 Charch Leach Goldschmidt Borrer 
Friday . i9 Leach Goldschmidt sorrer Bloxam 
Saturday 20 Goldschmidt Borrer Hioxam Synge 
° . ° 
Winding-up Notices. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANTES 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
Lond Gazetli Fripay, Nov. 5 
Por sn Broscorrs Synvicate, Lip.—Creditors are required forthwith to send their 
’ es and address and the rticulars of their debts or claims, to Surrey N 
Metealf, 115, High Holborn, liquidator 
\NCHESTeR INVESTORS LvTp Ix Votuntary Liqvuipation.)—Creditors ar 1 
quired, on or before Dec. 31, to send their names and addresses, and the par- 
t lars of t r debt ‘ s, to Per Higson, 42, Spring-gdn Man ster 
} 
Cosan LANpd AND Devetorment Co. (1911), Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or befor 
Dec. 10, t | their nam id address nd the particulars of their debts 
t sim t Robert Dou Gordon Mor 242, Finsbury-pavement H e, 
Pit y vement, liquidator 
~ i »p MANUPACTURING COMPANY I Creditors are requiré on t for 
Nov. 29. t send t r hames and addresses, and particulars their ebts or 
3, to Joe Preston Wood, 7, Grimsh «t Burnley, liquidator 
ORIEN Stream FISHING (0 LTp Creditor ure required on or befor De 10. to 
| their names an ses nd the particulars of their debt r claims. to 
Alf John Dow: Union Bank Chambers, Riby-sq., Grimsb lic lat 
IOINT STOCK COMPANIES 
Lond (iazette.—Tusspay, Nov. 9 
SiMso sjhoTHeRs & Co.. Litp.—Creditor are required, on or before Nov. 30, t 
ml their name nd addresses, and the particulars of their debts or clain t 
William Anderson Henderson, 29, Gracechurch-st., liquidator. 
East Exp Prcreee Pata Co LTD I~ Votuntary Ligurpatiow Creditors ar 
required to send in their fiames and addresses. and particulars of their debts or 


claims, t Alfred Jame Mair liquidator 

Briea Corn Excuaner Co Lrp. (IN Votunrary Ligqutpation.)—Creditors ar 
‘ re Nov 1), to send their names and addresees, and the 

irticulars of their bts or claims, to Henry Metcalfe Hett, 11, Bigby-st., 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Gazette Fripay, Nov. 5 


Montague House (Wokingham), Ltd Graham, Davies & Partners, Ltd 
Perry & Co. Motor Traders, Ltd Orient Steam Fishing Co., Ltd 
Car Lighting Set Co., Ltd. Sutcliffe & Smith, Ltd, 
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ets Nov. 13, 1920 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 
=| Y Gordon Café Restaurant, Ltd. Bamber Bridge Spinning ¢ Ltd Moors, Martin H 
John Taylor & Co.'s Dental Materi Manchester Investors, Ltd and 
Depot, Ltd Basnett Private Property Cp., Ltd Mo x. Evan, B 
G. M. B. Halls Syndicate, Ltd Cuban Land and Development ¢ ( T 
Treveddoe Mining Co., Ltd (1911 Ltd TAY \ iM. G 
Speedwell Motor Transport Co., Ltd W.M. Food Co., Lt« I 
Eastern Engincerin & Supply ¢ Home und For ] ) iM. JAN Any, G 
Ltd trokers, Ltd J 
Greenside Mining Co., Ltd. Wiggins & Welch, Ltd 0 ALPNA 
Home Counties Improvements Trust, Pendle Manufacturing Ltd I 
Ltd. Itchen Breeding Stock Farr Ltd ‘ JA N I 
Brooke & Prudenci Ltd Pala Theatr tarrow), ( Ltd ( 16. 8 ' 
"e. Briste] Haulage Co., Ltd Sweetment Ltd ! ive any 
ary. Bristol Foundry Co., Ltd Barlows, Ltd N Leu 
Avon Cold Storage and Ice Co., Lt Pelygon Saw Mil Ltd R I Anne Ha 
— H. W. Carter & Co., Ltd Cox Bros. & Skelsey, Ltd B ! 
Hermitage Park Farm, Ltd Whaley Bridge Bowling Green ( Lt SH CHA k 
Tues- Ltd. ’ ™ SimsoN, ALI B 
pple- 
Bill, London Gazette ['vespay, Nov. 9 < } «x K 
urts J. Matthew & Sor, Ltd Vulcan Button Works, Lt ne —— 
+ the Mersey Cabinet Works, Ltd Wessex Shij ldin & M = , a . 
: Mitchell, Shackleton & ( Lt Daniel & Sons, Ltd : 
He 1s Birmingham Pitwood As iation. Lt | r Theatr Ltd - H 
y In- Frejus, Ltd \rvonauts. Ltd . G , G 
the East End Victure Palace ( Ltd \utomatic Reed R ( Lt - : 
trate Droylsden Electric Theatre ( Lt F. 8S. Webb & Co., Lt Mm rs 
7 Estancia Cerrillos Cx Ltd Frimley Green Coffoe Tavera ¢ . 
He to Anglo-Spanish Metal Co., Ltd Great Grims! Clube Cé« Lt on ~ 
‘ates. Karamea Gold Mining Co., Ltd Gilbert Camplin Ltd = “ 
lieve Cambs Fruit & Vegetable Society, Ltd Madeira Supply ( Ltd B - . 
olun Ltd Eleetro-Chemical Develo} I one Mia 
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tend di Be N " 
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' | ‘ 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 365. aa 
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ALpDRED, FReprRick, Sheffic dD 8. Smith. Smith & Fieldis Sheffield \GHAN Ae 
ARROWSMIrA, WiLLI\m, Thorpe Thewles, Durham, General D Dee. 14. I S 
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- |THE LICENSES AND GENERAL INSUR 





ANCE CO.,LTD. 





L 9 CONDUCTING THE INSURANCE POOL or selected risks. 
FIRE, BURGLARY, LOSS OF PROFIT, EMPLOYERS’, FIDELITY, GLASS, 
7 MOTOR, PUBLIC LIABILITY, etc., etc. 





LICENSE 
INSURANCE. 




















| Non-Mutual except in respect of PROFITS which a 


THE POOL COMPREHENSIVE FAMILY POLICY at 4/6 per cent. is the most complete Policy ever offered to householders. 
THE POOL COMPREHENSIVE SHOPKEEPERS’ POLICY Covers all Risks undertOne Document for One Inclusive Premium. 





SPECIALISTS 
Suitable 


Clauses for 


Insertion 





in Leases 
Licensed Property settled by Counsel, will te sent on application. 


IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS 


and Mortgages 


of 


for Further Information write: VICTORIA EMBANKMENT (next Temple Station), W.C.2. 


re distributed annually to the Policy Holders. 
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Sparnoetr, WittmM Hewrr Joserm, Lavender r VALUATIONS FOR INSURANCE.—It is very essential that al 
8 ee - » | Policy Holders should have a detailed valuation of their effects. Prog 
Mogford, Son & Warv perty is generally very inadequately insured, and in case of loss insurerg 


ares, WItsiaM Fooleott & Co. West Kirby. | suffer accordingly. DEBENHAM, STORR, & SONS (LIMITED}) 


HOMAS | AF | \ r ‘ 
Part , ee 6, King-street, Covent-garden, W.C. 2, the well-known valuers ang 

, v ' sall hattel auctioneers (established over 100 years), have a staff of Expest 

Valuers, and will be glad to advise those desiring valuations for ang 

purpose. Jewels, plate, furs, furniture, works of art, bric-a-brac, § 


peciality.—Apvrt.] 











B k t N t} P N ‘ : \ } PMACHE Ceci HERBERT Bournemouth Poole 
’ “eS t 12.9 Pet. Sept. 9% Ord. Oct. 29 
an rup Ch O 1¢ S ys | ‘ RT¢ \ Leicest« MELINSON, Hensert, Longsight, Manchester, Buildeg 
p ry . ‘ ‘ f ret > at 3 Manches Pet. Oct. 28. Ord. Oct. 28 
: ; ‘ 1 feome, Jace incis-st. High Court. Pet. Au 
Ord. Oct 
H. 8 Acton, Electrical Engineer 
" 8. Ord. Oct. 29 
A DOLFO VELI ) ‘ ' we ‘ turminster. | H West Norwood High Court Pa. 
Ri v N 3 } ' rs Sept. § Ord. Oct. 2 
Witttams, Rosert Owen, Edgbaston, Builder. Birming 
} +. Oct. 28. Ord. Oct. @ 
W Norwicl High Court Pea. 
28 é 
Searborough, Laundress. Scarbor 
Ord. Oct. 29 


ECEKIVING ORDI 
Le 


Y JOHN 
Plate Workers 
FIRST MEETINGS 
Giover, Arrucr, Nottingham, Sausage Skin Manufae 

turer Nov. 9 at 12. Off. Rec 4, Castie-p! Not. 
tingham 
Harrison, Groner, Clapham Common, Company Secrt 
ry Nov. 10 at 11.30. 132, York-rd., Westminste 
Bridge-rd 
Lestre, Frank Jous, Liverpool iit.ty Nev. 1 @ 
11.30. Of. Re« Union Mirt bi trs, 11, Dale 
Liverpool 
sire, Fraxx Jonwx, Liverpool, Solicitor. Nov. 10 @ 
11.30. Off. Ree Union Marine-Bldgs., 11, Dale-st, 
MARTIN NICHOLAS Stockton-on-Tees Fruitere, 
Nov it 2.15 Off. Rex 80, High-st., Stock 
t n- Tees 
Y Witttam, Waterloo-pl. Nov 10 at 12 
Bankruptey-bld t 
Oxuryr, Hever Hatiriscy, Ba Sussex. Engir 
Nov. 13 at 2.30, Off. Re 1a, Marlbo* 1) 
Brighton 
Rtuoapes, Harotp, Kingston-upon-Hull, Certing Ac nt 
Nov. 12 at 11.30. Off. Rec., York City Bank Cham 
bers. Lowgate, Hull 
yruen, Groner. Leeds, Clothier Nov. 10 at 11. Of 
Re %. Bond-st., Leeds 
LKSTONE. Grotar, Stretton, near Atfreton, Coal Minet 
Nov 9 at 11.30 or tec 4. Castle pl Nottie 


rs., Carey-s 


raratTooty, Nacuman, Chiswick 2a 14. Red 
ford-row 
romp. Jacor. Francis-st N 11 jankru 
kd Carey-st 
LutaMs, Hanoip Hate, West 
Bankruptey-bldgs Carey 


Vittrams, Stawiey, Landore Repairet 


10 at 11 OF. Re« ent-bldgs 
Tar Swansea. 
INK 1H. W Norwie¢ 
rs., Carey-st 
Jons, Cheriton, Hairdresser Nov 
Rec 6Ra, Castle-st., Canterbury 
umrnrey Wirttam Macuris, Hythe 
wy Off. Rec., 68a, Castle-st Canter 


N 


ADIUDICATIONS 
Dexsts Bernarp, Dev 
Aug. 26. Ord. Oct. 29 
Groner Fererssox, Rus 
30. Ord. Oct. 30 
om, Bexhill. Sussex 
Ord. Oct. 29 
Tredegar Ire 
ket. 27 
Kenpalt. Epira, Cleethor Great Grimsby 
Oct. 28. Ord, Oct. 
viev, Groner, Stalybridge, Cheshire, Fish Sales: 
Ashton-under- Lyne Pet. Oct. 30. Ord. Oct 
NicHotas, Stockton-on-Tees, Fruiterer 
? FI\ > ? n-on-Tees Pet. Oct. 2. Ord. Oct. WB 
RECEIVING ORDERS ULLoca, Partie Grorer Paar, St. James’-st. Pe 
Liverpe ve 2%. Ord. Oct. 3 
l. Oct. D ar Robert Witi1am, Dalton-in-Furness Butch, 


Or 
29 


near Earlew ler Barrow-in-Furness. Pet. Oct. 29. Ord. Oct 
Ord. Oct. & Parker, Atserr Henry, Sheffield, Fruiterer Sheficll 
mon, Con t ‘ Pet. Oct. W. Ord. Oct. 30 
t Ord Ressetr, Caarntes Newtox, Hichgate, Motor Salesma® 
Motor En ‘ t High Court. Pet. Aug. 27. Ord. Oct. 2 
Ox 98 THomsox, James CRUICKSHANK Mansfield. Electrical 
Cheshire \ Encinerr Nottingham Pet. Oct. 30. Ord. Oct 
Oct. 3 et 90. | Towersox, Hereret, Longsight, Manchester, Builde@® 
Manchester Pet. Oct. WB Ord. Oct. 2 
pwick, Leste, Jermyn-st. High Court Pe. 
Sept. 8. Ord. Oct. 28 
Writrams, Harotp Haute, West Norwood. High 
Pet. Sept. 27. Ord. Oct. DB 
Wrttrams, Rosert Owen, Edgbaston, Builder 
han Pet. Oct. 28 Ord. Oct. 28 
Wiitrams, Samvet, Lilleshall, Salop, Miner 
Pet. Sept. 9. Ord. Oct. 30 
Vitsox, ANNI, Scarborough, Laundrese 
' Fur Pet. Oct. 29. Ord. Oct. 29 
Rar ' x et. 2 Writsox, Harry, Leavening, near Malton, Yorkshitt 
Kern, Ateerr Hex ld. F erer } p Horse Dealer. Scarborough. Pet. Sept. 20 
Pet. Oct. 30. Ord. Oct | Oct. 20 
’ Enginee 'nomson, James Crvicksmanx, Mansfield, Electrician. | Y4t#s. Witttam HAraty, Sheffielkd, Manager 
arey-st Nottingham Pet. Oct. 90. Ord. Oct. 30 ’ Pet. Aug. 1. Ord. Oct. 7 
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a-brac, 





